a ' ($ 7 ** 


tfjo a22 


REGISTERED No. D. 32 X. 



tC 


. ftl* ' 


>.*** ~ '<« 

s rfPtTV?«,, «*. 

* T f-3 l 


3IRH S <i5iW 

ttfee (S»a£ctte of Jftulia 


snf«nrTr »t jusifsrer 

PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


, L .,T ,* ^ .*»■ 


P r(l 


&• 5 ] Jff firwft, wPwy, sOTtf 3 i, i 97 o/*rre 11, is 91 

NO, 5] NEW DELHI, SATURDAY, JANUARY 31, 1970/ MAGHA 11, 1891 


YR *rnr it fW"T 'j®5 ffwr it ^ fsnrtt f% trinE^R ifn^rr % ipt r uut ^rr frtr i 

Separate paging Is given to this Part In order that it may be filed 
as a separate compilation. 


fftfor 

NOTICE 

*W htu $ tmiurTir mm 2 smTf, 1970 <jtt JPfirftnr fa* <tp • — 

The undermentioned Gazettes of India Extraordinary were publishedjup to the 2nd January 
1970.— 


Iuuc No. and Date Issued by Subject 

No. 


1 S. 0 . 48, 1st January, 1970. Ministry of Finance. Exempting goods mentioned 

therein from the duty of cut- 
toms leviable thereon, 

t(R o tj'J a 48 , f<FTtTT fan WMR RflTff RRT 

1 ®RTd, 1970 iftET-lipT it WE 

1 


2 


3 


4 

3 


S, O. 49, dated istjanuary, 
1970. 

S. O.50, dated istjanuary, 
1970, 


S. O. 51, dated istjanuary, 
1970. 

S, O.52, dated istjanuary, 
WO- 


Mtnistry of Foreign Trade Quality Control and Preshipment 
Inspection of new Jute Woolpack. 


Do, J 

Recognition of the Indian Stan- 
dards Institution Certification 
Marks with respect to the New 
Jute Woolpack. 

Do. 

The Export of New Jute Wool- 
pack (Inspection) Rules, 1969. 

Do. 

Appointment of Shri V. Shankar, 
as Chairman and nomination of 
certain officers as Member* of 
the Export Inspection Council 
wih effect from 1st January, 
1970. 


S. O. 53, dated 2nd January, Do. 

1970. 

S. O. 54, dated 2nd January, Ministry of Labour, Em- 
1970. ployment and Rehabili- 

tation, 


The Exports (Control) First, 
Amendment Order, 1970. 

The Coal Mines Provident Fund 
(Fourth Amendment) Scheme, 
1969. 


( 587 ) 
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Issue No, and Date 

No. 

Issued by 

Subject 

qwowto S4, farm 


vtyi-n ^STPf RfW frfa (w&t 

2 apm'), 1970 


tmttpj) 1969 i 

S. O. <;5, dated 2nd January, 
1970. 

Do. 

The Andhra Pradesh Coal Mines 
Provident Fund (Fourth Am- 
endment!) Scheme, TQ69. 

s s, firrfa 

2 5pm), 1970 1 


vt& Jj^r vtmi scr ufimr 
firftr 

Rpfa, 19691 

S. O.J6, dated 2nd January, 
1969. 

Do. 

The Rajasthan Coal Mines Pro- 
vident Fund (Fourth Amend- 
ment) Scheme, 1969. 

*rr <> 5 6, fcrta 

2 5ppsrft, 1 970 1 

dTT 

TnJrRrrr tFptt w ufiw 

Wfa, 196 9 1 

S.O. S7, dated 2nd January, 
1970, 

Do. 

The Neyveli Coal Mines Provi- 
dent Fund (Fifth Amendment) 
■Scheme, 1969. 

3T 0 57 , ftdfa 

2 arm), 1 970 i 

frl? 

ft qrtWT VTH 
ftrfa (Ht’er^t jjpfiud) 

pphr, 1969 1 


arrc; fair <r*mrrRT tfr srf?rut shust* w w faf** wit, ft? 1 : 

Rtwr TT ^iT <ft JTPfrft I Hfim Wusp ®(T TW U5fqr jff % xrft £li f dPtfa 

i o sfm i^r 3fl$ i 


Copies of the Gazettes Extraordinary mentioned above will be supplied on 
indent to the Manager of Publications, Civil Lines, Delhi. Indents should be 
submitted so as to reach the Manager within ten days of the date of issue of 
these Gazettes. 


vt — 3 — (ii ) 

PART II — Section 3 — Sub-section (ii) 

(WT*#WTCTO Vt BjtfVt) HTOT HTWTT *! WSWUf «ftr (flfU W* HSTIfFl W*?) 

snfinsr*flf irt srn!) ufc fafa* urtn iAt i 

Statutory orders and notifications issued by the Ministries of the Govern- 
ment of India (other than the Ministry of Defence) and by Central 
Authorities (other than the Administration of Union Territories). 

ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi , the 15th January 1070 

S.O. 324. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 22 
of the Representation of the People Act, 1951, (43 of 1951), the Election CommU- 
«ion hereby directs that the following further amendment shall be made In lta 
notification No. 434/GJ/68, dated the 27th February, 1968, namely: — 

In column 3 of the Table appended to the said notification, against item No. 22- 
Surat, the entry "3. Frant Officer, Chprasi Prant, Surat”, shall be added. 

[No. 434/GJ/70-3! 
By order, 

K. S. RAJAGOPALAN, Secy. 
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^ fa-wt, lsanprtt, 1970 

q^oirto 32 4 :— srfafkrsre^ wfafarr, 1951 (i 951 i pt 43) nfr 
OT7T 22 s£t ^TEnTT ( l) ITCT TTfT TlfWf TT SPffrT TFJt TTCT 
t^sKTf^r^n i ^^434/^/68, ffrcfa 27 1968R 

f^Hp.- T R g~ T ifaftEFT 3TTTT :- 

^R1 wfa^TT ft HTWf % 3 it TT RWT 22-^73 % 3— STFT 

srrfwi, =#nft rfti, Tfafl^r sftff > 

[wrr 434 /^r / 7 o] 

tvfew ¥r, 

%o ITRo iw It'll ■•14, RfTT I 


ORDER 

New Delhi, Lhe 23rd December 1969 

S.O. 825. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Tarini 
Mohan Singha Roy a contesting candidate for the mid-term election held In Feb- 
ruary, 1969 to the West Bengal Legislative Assembly from Falakata Constituency, 
has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses as required by the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate, even after due notice, has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied that 
he has no good reason or justification for the failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election Com- 
mission hereby declares the said Shri Tarini Mohan Singha Roy to be disqualified 
for being chosen as, and for being, a member of either House of Parliament n r of 
the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. W B-LA/ 12/09(1). ] 
By order, 

A. N. SEN, Secy. 


sn%?r 

4$ 2 3 fanwu, 1969 

Wl° 32 5: — TL Wild TTTEJPT ft TTT % far 1969 ifjlT 

qfwft <i<mt fafcurf ?r«n % fvrT rrstrrfR PttPtt % Pi 4 Ttrrm 
vi^r ^ Tfofrfsjpir stfafwr, 1951 swr 

fPJKfr'T TTIP TIT ITTT SETT^T ^T^ff TT tfV vTWT TTftJ^T if 

WRTiH 7 i 

A- . . r\ , -N- . _ f- A L .. JT , V _ __ _JV ^ . . r* . - ^ . 

M I r, tpf : , d«ro tjnnWI TR RPTT K4 EM TC ®TT rnTT TTra^T c tM h 
^ Wpft ’HUHwidi % fvFt «ti( t ,J i SFTTT v-T-fTl'fi vi Tift fTTT ^ ; cFTT 

Wt stTTiT TT RhTy H iff W % IT TW 9 FT SHTEHTI T tw Tm? TTRT 4)l<u| 

qr | ; 
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stTcT:, sre, srfsrfwT frnr 1 o-^ % *r ftprfcR srnfR jR^arrr 

aft dfrfft t'ft tttr % fircft tpr % hi foft) tfr q?r ftrsrpf twt wtf 

frETFT qfm % tuft tt rt?t sfhc ftT % faft ?rr%w # Tifra ft rftq sfff ^raRftr 

% fftft fftft^ftfw ^rr f, i 

[TTo q-o^o-fq-oHo 69/l2/( 1 ) .] 


*rrftyr ^r, 


t[o T^To ftvf, flrf'far | 


MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIBS 

New Delhi, the 3rd January 1970 

S.O. 326. — In exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to article 309 
of the Constitution, the President hereby makes the following rules further to 
amend the Indian Frontier Administrative Service Rules, 1056, namely : — 

1. These rules may be called the Indian Frontier Administrative Service 
(Amendment) Rules, 1970. 

2. In the Indian Frontier Administrative Service Rules, 1956, in rule 10, under 
the sub-heading “II Maintenance”, for the words "Additional Secretary (Union 
territories) to the Government of India in the Ministry of Home Affairs” against 
item I relating to ‘Chairman’, the words “Special Secretary (Union territories) to 
the Government of India In the Ministry of Home Affairs” shall be substituted. 

[No. F. 15/40/09-NEFA.] 

H. S. DUBEY, Dy. Secy. 


fftFvft, 3 '5RTCV, 197 0 

Wto 326.* — Uplift, ftftlNTH % 309 % XKT SFTH HfftrFft 

qrr qjftq 'FFt jjrr, qKdftl ftftRTdTHITFT for ftFTHFTvft 1956FT Nk «nft ftHftPT VTft 

jtr i^TjprnTf^f^rfaw ftpro *Frrft wfir : — 

( 1) ft fftw HRdftr ftftrrR thrut ftqr (ftftftR) fftw, 1970 , ^ 1 

( 2 ) VITtcfrT 5THRR ft^T 1 956 ft, 1 0 it, ^FfW 

“II sppW, ^ spnftft “srETtafr" ft ftftfftn e* ftw l H “sm 
( ftar-HrfftH afcr ) , ntth ftamR” $ fftft •' 'ffteta uf^r 

(^hr-^rfertffa-), ntth WfT, ^ wm” hr srfoFrrfw 
srra'ft i 

[fto 15/49/69-^Pf] 
tr^ 0 tr^ 0 jft, qf-qq i 

(Office of the Competent Authority) 

NOTICE 

New Delhi , the 16th January 1970 

8.0, 327— Notice Is hereby given by the Competent Authority in pursuance 
of rule 6 of the Notaries Rules, 1950, that application has been made to the said 
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Authority, under rule 4 of the said Rules, by Shri Krlshan Sarup Arya (Berl) 
Advocate, Jullundur for appointment as a notary to practise in local area of 
Jullundur. 

2. Any objection to the appointment of the said person as a notary may be 
submitted in writing to the undersigned within fourteen days of the publication 
of this notice. 

[No. F. 22/34/ 69-Judl.IIL] 
K. THYAGARAJAN, Under Secy. 

(ww sTfrvrfl «ptt vmWi) 

dffdesft, 16 5jddft, 1970 

tptro wio 327; — % am, ot iwi'w fddd (dtfer dtirftd ^w), 1950 
%fddd 6 % M+jdK , dSTd S T lfipERt gTU IfddT ft ^TTcft | fa TO dlfa+lO d?t S^TT 
WR TTPf (tft) dfadWT, WT ?t TOT fdddf % fadd 4 % wftd, TOITOT % TOpfld 
ifor ^rtmm (dfaft) dr tut qro fdt^far % frot ’Uddd-iar farr 1 1 

gw ^dfar dft srewff % dd d fd^jfar % df^ Jr dfa d?lf dnfndt ft eft 

dtfro % sndfad far ^ ftn groreK dT# dft fa<f4K far ft 

snw i 

[d° 22/34/09 ^Tfad)-3] 

rdURTror, rrerd mftnrft i 


d$ 16 fftWC, 1969 

JpTo srro 328 ;— TOTO % TTTOld, WdTaiTd, drffa 12 ffandT, 1969, did II, 

W 3 , TOd (H) 1259 TT MddfVW dUd dTdTR % ^ ddTdd tft 

wfsi^RTdo dd° 51T° 3749 (dd° fa 1 7 / 5 6 /fi 8 -tTRo saTT* ) di{V<a 12 fdTOdT, 
1969 Jf farofafad nvjfWdl 5*rn; dt stpt :- 

1. ■fWr d’fw jf "fald IddTO dferfddd, 1966 (1966 % 3l) W«¥ 72 

5T7l" % RUd 9T ''fald Rdf id dfafddd, 1966 (1906 dd 

31 ) <tft mtj 72 5TTT 1 ' dw qf^:; 

2 . difat dfar d "dfafar ^ snitd d ddT Sd dfa Jf *Jr fat wr xifaidf 

ddfa*di%^”i!fa%wtddT'Vfafai w ?fk fa ^nr faffa 
dfa ddTd fat fat dR KlOfddt Td ddtd fat 5 j” sjst q%ir ; 

3 . qfaf d’fw 1 ‘fa^iKT” diw tjdr dir ftffa ; 

-4. sftdfar Jr, ' ddrrrTfdfdfft §/’ far % toft qd “tor dd^sirr d$ 
fdfu ffft I" ddi 947 (1947 ^ «u*f fad dforfddd 7)’’ faf 
%^nd qd "1947 (1947 w fff dwid wfdfddd 7)" ; 
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5. wraifNf*Rr t igafr it ''fw tffr 

Tspn #5 7»rr” ^ Tf«t* i 


[tf° 1 7/56/6 8-tTtfo qpco] 

%o snxo jdj, *pdrt *tPt* i 


CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES 


IttCOMB-TAX 

New Delhi , the 16th January 1970 

S.O. 329 — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (11 of Section 121 
of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961), the Central Board of Direct Taxes hereby 
directs that in its notification No. 52 (F. No. 55/1/62-IT), dated 19th August, 1963 
published as S-O. 2368 on pages 2740 — 42 of Part II Section 3(11) of the Gazette 
of India dated the 24th August, 1963 : — 

Against Sr, No. 17, West Bengal II, under column 3 of the Schedule appended 
thereto, the following shall be added : 

“15. Jute Circle, Calcutta ” 

[No. 9 (F- No. 55/ 423/ 69-IT(AI) .] 


S.O- 330. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 121 
of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961), the Central Board of Direct Taxes hereby 
directs that in its notification No. 52 (F. No. 55/1/62-IT) dated 19th August, 1063 
published as S-O- 2368 on pages 2740—42 of Part II Section 3(11) of the Gazette 
of India dated the 24th August, 1963 

I. Against Sr. No. 17, West Bengal II, under column 3 of the Schedule 

appended thereto, the following shall be deleted ; 

“15- Jute Circle, Calcutta ” 

II. Against Sr. No. 16, West Bengal I, under column 3 of the Schedule 

appended thereto, the following shall be added : 

"20. Jute Circle, Calcutta ” 

[No. 10 (F. No. 55/423/60-IT(AI).] 
L. N- GUPTA, Under Secy. 


Income-tax 

New Delhi, the 23 rd January 1979 

S O 331 —In exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to sub-section 
(1) of section 211 of the Income tax Act, 1981 (43 of 1961), the Central Board of 
Direct Taxes hereby authorises all assessees fading under clause (i) of that sub- 
section and who carry on business of growing and. m?nufacturing tea in India, 
to pay the last Instalment of the advance tax on the 15th day of March, during 
a financial year, instead of on the 15th day of December. 

[No. 12 (F. No. 5/ 14/ 69-ITCC) .] 
R. D. SAXENA, Secy. 


CENTRAL EXCISE C9LLECTORATE, ALLAHABAD 

Allahabad, the 21st October 1969 

S-O. 332 In exercise of the powers conferred on me under proviso to Rule 15 

& 16 ot Central Excise Rules, 1944, I hereby notify In col, 2 of the appended 
schedule places and localities In this Collectorate, where growers/curers wtU be 
exempt from declaring area grown with tobacco quantity of tobacco produced, to 
the extent shown in columns 3 and 4 thereof respectively. The area or qusxi ty 
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thus exempted from declaration will be independent of each other. The ab< 
exemptions under Rules 15 and 16 of Central Excise Rules, 1944 will not apply 
flue cured tobacco and tobacco other than flue cured used in the manufacture 
olgarettcs, smoking mixtures for pipes and cigarettes and birls. 

The above notification Is Issued In supersession of earlier notification No. 4 /OC/ 
1968 dated 20 th September, 1968 . 

Schedule showing Revenue Jurisdiction of areas in Allahabad Collectorate exempted under 
rules i$ Sr 16 of Central Excise Rules, 1944 


SI. 

No. 

Name of Districts or portion thereof 

Exempted 
areas in 
Ares 

Exempted Remarks 
Quantity 
in Kgs. 

I 

2 

3 

4 3 


Entire Varanasi Distt. except Villages Sherpur and 
Khamaria of Gyanpur Tehail 

10 

60 

2 

Entire Mirzapur district ..... 

10 

60 

3 

Entire Ghazipur district 

3 

60 

4 

Entire' Jaunpur district except Municipal limits of 
Jaunpur and Machhli-Shahar towns . 

4 

6q 

[5 

(a) Entire district Allahabad except Sirathu and Man- 
j honour tchsils and areas within corporation limits of 
Allahabad City ....... 

4 

60 


(b) Sirathu and Minjhaupur Tchsils of Allahabad 
district forming present Kara Range 

2 

60 

6 

(a) Patti and Partabgarh tehsils of Pratabgarh district 

5 

60 


(b) KundaTehsil of Partabagrh distt. 

2 

60 

7 

Entire Banda district ...... 

5 

60 

8 

Entire Fat ehpur district ...... 

4 

60 

9 

(a) Azamgarh Sadar Tehsil excapt areas within the 
Municipal limits of Azamgarh city and Parganas 
Atraulia and Koria of Phoolpur tehsil and whole of 
Lalganj tehsil excluding Pargana Deogaon of Azam- 
garh district. ....... 

4 

60 


(b) Entire Sagari tehsil excluding villages : — 

4 

60 


(i) Bansgaon, Jola apur, Gopalpur, Jamtlpurs, 
Azamatgarh& Jeaupurof Sasgari Pargana and 




(ii) Village Maharajganj of Gopalpur Pargana. 

(c) Entire Garha Pargana of Ballia distt. 

4 

60 


(d) Entire Doaba Pargana of Ballia Distt. except village 
Balm. ........ 

4 

60 


(e) Entire Ballia Pargana of Ballia Distt. except village 
Chhata 

4 

60 

1# 

Entire Gorakhpur district ..... 

4 

6* 

11 

Entire Deoria district 

4 

6a 

12 

Entire Bareilly distt. except: — .... 

4 

6* 


(a) Village Agras, Memore, Murya Chet Ram and 

Mohammadganj in Bareilly Teh. 


(b) Bareilly Municipal area 

(c) Villages Gurwa and Sirauli of Aonla tehsil. 

(d) Villages Goona and Hattoo, Gurwara and Jam of 

Baheritehsil . . , 










27 (a) Entire Gonda Distt. except Nawabganj tehsil . 5 4o 

(b) Nawabganj tchsil 4 6o 


27 (a) Entire Gonda Distt. except Nawabganj tehsil . 5 60 

(b) Nawabganj tehsil 4 60 

28 Entire Bast i district 4 60 

29 (a) Bahraich and Nanpara tehsils of Bahriacb district 5 Co 

(b) Kaiserganj tehsil of Bahraich district ... 4 60 


30 (a) Entire tehsil Kheri of Lakhimpur district except the 

villages (i) Pangi, Kheri Kunwarpur, Motipui, 

Kaharkhan Pa Purwa of Kargana Kheri; (ii) Aaok- 
hapur, Bandha Dihi, Jonapurwa, Katkusan and 
Pandari of Pargana Srinagar and Pallia of Pargna 
Pallia ........ 4 6<J 

31 (a) Entire tehsil Mohamdi of Lakhimpur district except 

the villages (i) Mohamdi of Pargana Mohamdi (ii) 

Barwar of Pargana Pasgawan; (tit) Kurali of Pargana 
Haridrabad; (w) Mohammadpur of Pargana Mogad- 
pur; and (v) Babona of Eargana Kesta . 4 60 

(b) Entire TehsilNighasan of Lakhimpur district except 
the Villages (1) Dhaurara Jolchpurwa, Majharia, 

Abhaipur, Lunianpurwa of Pargana Dhaurara; 

(it) Bhojhia, IdUspur, Isanagat, Bershingpur, Gurwa, 

Kurtay. Kudarpur, Janakpurwa, Hulas purwa and 
Ganeshpur of Pargana Isanagar; (iti) Singhai, 

Nighasan, Guraia, Jamahaura, Pandia 
and Barotha of Pargana Blghasa; (iv) Paliakalan 
of Pargana Palia 4 6a 

32 (a) Entire Misrikh teh of Sitapur district except the village: — 4 60 

(i) Tiliani, Aunt, Vaxeernagar, Seothan, Bhikanpur, 

Imlia, Saidpur and Meerpur of Pargana Misrikh. 

(t ‘0 Machhretta of Pargana Machhretta. 

(iiO Gangapur of Pargana Gondlamau. 

(»>) Palia, Tikra, Chhaba, Begampur, and Kussaila of 
Pargana Maholi. 

(u) Kundera of Pargana Kurauna. 

(vi) Bansi Biswan fitFatidpui of Pargana Chaundhara. 

(vii) Aurangabad of Pargana Aurangabad. 

(b) Entire tehsil Sitapur of Sitapur district except the 

Villages:— 4 60 

(i) Kairabad of Pargana Kalrabad 

(ii) Sitapur and Bilheru of Pargana Sitapur. 

(iii) Hargaon, Keotikalan and Turtipur of Pargaaa 

Hargaon. 

(c) Entire Sidbaulitesh. of Sitapur distt, except Pargana 

Mohamm'dabad and except the villages 46* 

(i) Dhanmpcr, Babapur, Dloryang, Runda, Kh am aria, 

Padarla, Ramdiari, Hcpara, Gangolia, Itaya, ana 

Karuapur ofParganc Sadarpur. . 4 60 

(ii) Sahela, HirdiapUrwa , Rahevapur, Tewaripur 

Nahcrwal and Budheypurwa of Pargana $outh 
Kundrx . 

(tf) Tambaur Pargana lying in the east of Chauka river in 
Biswan tehsil except the villages Patrasa, Deoriaj, 

ZalampUTj Seota, Akbarpur, Dhakia, Roha, 

Datauni •••••■. j $0 

33 Entire distt. Faizabad exept Ajodhya Municipal llmlta 

of Tanda Villages Kahajayan, Surahurpur, Jalalpur, 

Shahxadpur (Akbarpur) 


5 


60 
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CD 


( 2 ) 


(3) (4) (3) 


34 Entire distt. Rai Bareilly excapt villages, Jais, Nasirabad, 

Salna, Chak Ahroa, Tantapur, Bhilampur, Chandai, 

Mira, Swaya, Pauney, Maukhanduli, Bhai and Kila 

Rai-Bareilly 5 6o 


35 Entire Distt. Barabanki except; — 5 6o 

(а) Villages Paisar, Sidhaur, Amdaha, Partapganj, Mai- 

ttdabad, Mitai, Bharigaon Pindha, Abrahimpur, 

MasuliandShahpur ..... 

(б) Trilokpur, Kintoor, Tanda, Mohammdupur, Bha- 

gauli.Fatehpur, Madanpur, Chandoori, Baddosari, 

Shahpur, Lalli, Shari and Kathari. 

(c) Bisairx, Bahrauli, Tikaitgang, Kurai, Mahmud, Bich- 
unpur, Jahagirabad, Bandljinagar and Nidura. 

36 Entire district Chamoli and Pithauragarh. ... 12 60 


[No. 6/CE/69.] 
H. N. RAINA, Dy. Collector, 
for Collector, 


Allahabad, the 3rd November I960 

S.O. 333 — In exercise of the powers conferred on me by rule 5 of the Central 
Excise Rules, 1944, I authorise the Assistant Collectors of Central Excise In Allaha- 
bad Central Excise Collectorate to exercise within their respective Jurisdiction the 
powers of Collector under proviso (1) to rule 173-GC3) of the aforesaid Rules, to fix 
a period shorter than one month for filing R.T. 12 return. If they 30 request in the 
case of assessees who export their goods and need verification of payment of duty 
from the aforesaid return on the respective removal documents viz. A.R. 4A and 
Gate Passe®. 


[No. 7-CE/1969.] 
V. PARTHASARATHY, Collector. 


ministry of industrial development, internal trade and 

COMPANY AFFAIRS 
(Department of Industrial Development) 

ORDERS 


New Delhi, the 19 th January 1970 


8.0. 334 IDRA/ 6/2/70.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 6 of the 
Industries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951 (05 of 1951) read with rules 
6 and 8 of the Development Councils (Procedural) Rules, 1952, the Central 
Government hereby appoints, till the 15tb December, 1971, Sarvasbree Klsan 
Tulpule and D-G- Pathak to be members of the Development Council for Man- 
made Textiles established by the Order of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Industrial Development, Internal Trade and Company Affairs Order No. 
SO- IDRA/6/5/69 dated the 16th December, 1969, for the scheduled industries 
engaged in the manufacture or production of Man-made Textiles and dk-ects tmt 
the following amendments shall be made In the said Order, namely. 


In the said Order, after entry No. 28 relating to Shrl K. S. Bhujang, the 
fallowing entries shall be Inserted, namely: - 

*<29. ghri Kisan Tulpul#, Mill Mazdoor Snbha, 39, , Patel Terrace, P&rel, 
Bombay-12. 

30. Shrl D- G- Pathak, Mill Mazdoor Sabha, 39, Patel Terrace, Pare!, 


Bombay-12." 


[No. lS(5)DC/60-LC.] 
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S.O. 335/IDRA/0/1/70. — In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 8 of the 
Industries (Development & Regulation) Act, 1951 (05 of 1951), read with rule 
5(1) of the Development Council (Procedural) Rules, 1952, the Central Govern- 
ment hereby appoints till the 18th August, 1970, Shri B. V. Raman, Managing 
Director, Hindustan Antibiotics Ltd., Pimpri, Poona, In place of Shri C. A. Subra- 
manyam, to be a member of the Development Council for the scheduled industries 
engaged In the manufacture or production of drugs and pharmaceuticals and directs 
that the following amendment shall be made in the Order of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Industrial Development and Company Affairs No. S.O. 
IDRA/8/6/88. dated the 17th August, 1908: 

In the said Order, for entry No. 17 relating to Shri C. A- Subramanyam, the 
following entry shall be substituted: — 

“17. Shri B. V. Raman, Managing Director, Hindustan Antibiotics Ltd-, 
Pimpri, Poona.” 


[No. 13(l)DC/08-LC.] 
R. C. SETHI, Under Secy. 


MINISTRY OF FOREIGN TRADE 
(Office of the Jt. Chief Controller of Imports and Exports) 

ORDER 

Calcutta, the 16 th January 1970 

S.O. 33fi. — A licence No. P/E/OI68402/C /XX/31/C-2930, dated 30-0-69 of the 
value of Rs. 32,400/- for Import of Crude Drugs was issued to M/s. Malabi Debi. 
23, Ramgarh Colony, Ariadaha, Calcutta-57. 

2. Thereafter,, a show cause notice No. 32/89/E&L dnted 18-12-09 was issued 
asking them to show cause within 15 days as to why the said licence in their 
favour should not be cancelled on the ground that the licence In question was 
issued Inadvertantly in terms of Clause 9, sub-clause (a). 

3. In response to the aforesaid show cause notice, M/s. Malabi Debi. 23. Ram- 
garh Colony, Ariadaha, Calcutta-57 had, by their letter dated 1-1-70 furnished a 
detailed explanation and had also -asked for personal hearing with the under- 
signed which was allowed to their representative on 13-1-70- In their said reply 
and at the time of personal hearing, the firm contended that they obtained the 
licence on the basis of the quota certificate which was Issued on the basis of the 
past Import document#. 

4. The undersigned has carefully examined Hie said representation and ha# 
come to the conclusion that the licence in question was Issued l*advertantly. 

5. Having regard to what has been stated in the preceding paragraph, the 
undersigned is satisfied that the licence in question should be cancelled or others 
wise rendered ineffective. Therefore, the undersigned, in exercise of the powers 
vested in him under clause 9 sub-clause (a) of the Imports (Control) Order. ]855 
hereby cancel the licence No. P/E/0168492/C/XX/31/C-29-30 dated 30-0-69 for 
Ho. 32,400/- issued in favour of M/s. Malabi Debi, 23, Ramgarh Colony, Ariadaha, 
(faleutta-57. 


[No. 32/69/E&L.T 
M. S. PURI, 

Dy. Chief Controller of Imports & Exports. 


MINISTRY OF FOOD, AGRICULTURE, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND 

COOPERATION 

(Department of Agriculture) 

New Delhi , the 18th. January 1970 

S-O. 337. — The following draft rules further to amend the Curry Powder Grad- 
ing and Marking Rules, 1856, which the Central Government propose# to make In 
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exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Agricultural Produce (Grad- 
ing and Marking) Act, 1937, are published a* required by the said section for the 
information of all persons likely to be affected thereby and notice is hereby given 
that the said draft rules will be taken Into consideration on or after 15-2-1970. 

Any objections and suggestions which may be received from any person with 
respect to the said draft before the date so specified will be considered by the 
Central Government. 


Draft Rules 

1. These rules may be called the Curry Powder Grading and Marking (Amend- 
ment) Rules, 1970. 

2. In the Curry Powder Grading and Marking Rules, 1956, for Schedule III. the 
following Schedule shall be substituted, namely: — 




SCHBDCLB III 


(See Roles 3 and 4) 

Grade designation [and definition of quality of Gurry Potato 


Product 


Maximum 
percentage 
of moisture 

Maximum 
percentage 
of common 
salt. 

Volatile Non Vola- 
oil mini- tile ether 

mum%V/W extract 
on dry basis minimum 
on dry basis 

Ash inso- 
luble in 
dil. HCL. 
maximum 
on dry basis 

Crude 
fibre max. 
on dry basis 

Lead on 
dry basis 
p. p. m. 

General 

Characteristics 



t 

2 

3 

4 5 

6 

7 

S 


9 


Powder 


IO-OQ 

5 

0-25 7-5 

I -00 

15-00 

10-0 

* Curry Powder shall be pre- 
pared by grinding clean and 
wholesome spices, aroma- 


tic herbs and seeds such as 
black pepper, cinnamon, j 
cloves, coriander, cardamom, 
chillies, cuminseeds, fen- 
ugreek , garlic, ginger, mus- 
tard, poppy seeds, turmeric, 
mace, nutmeg, curry leaves, 
white pepper, shaffron and 
aniseed. The material may 
contain add'd starch and 
edible common salt. (The 1 . 
proportion of spices used 
in the preparation of curry 
powder shall be not less than 
85% by weight. 

The powder shall be free from 
dirt mould growth and insect 
infestation. It shall be free 
from added colouring matter 
and preservatives other than 
common salt. If condiments, 
spices or aromatic herbs other 
than these enumerated above 


♦May also be prepared for export only with ground spioes not less than 70% by weight and salt 10% 
ia such cases sped heat ions under columns 2 and 8 must be conformed by the product. 
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s 


9 


are ground and mixed the 
nature of such added ingre- 
dient or indients shall be 
clearly marked on the label. 


[No. F. I3-20/67-LA-] 
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to, faro emr ittobt 

(frfa fwx) 

df fcc^Tl, lsddd^t, 1970 

VTo WTo 337 ^ qidTT: sTift^TT ddT fwH fdddrdtff 1956 Vt, 

fa%$fd sfrr Ft??) srfMddd 1937 hkt 3jTTnrcd vrferot 

«pt ttFt ¥7% gcr %dfta =ft ddtfkd jft srfdTd dw ottt if ft ^ 
fdftr % wprrc dd ddw sqfeidf qrt dTddTft % fef wfwrw feu ^rr?rr % sfr 
ddfrsrdTfdd^t sfet f rVt qd^fru dtfoi ferr didt | fd d*sr srrwr fenff t* 

15-2-1970 dT dd% <TTdTd fddTC fed dfelT I 

dft Pife-ii di^W d"F ddd if 1't 7 fddd ®r feft °dfer % °FlnS d-Ji < dT ^jfTRf 
STd g^ sff dt %dftd dTdTt 3d qr fddK 1 

TTW fdddTdSft 

1. «d fedff «f?t vft TTryT 4 «f)+<«i ddr fern (differ) fdddTdtft 1970 

dr dferr 1 
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2 . WfT TTEIT tf|T fowl PflWWtft 1956 111 

(ftm 3?m 
t TTT5T fTT ^ofV WfWR 


<=pft ETETm TO ^T^nH <?T t^ 1 tfVt>W WTfT'TW 

Wftr’PTR' *rftR>TR ^>T ; 1JE7PT ^)TFTT, if W^FTSftH "I Mil, *<jH> 

srfEPTOET’ srfwrET irfasrcr ^ rrw, ^ wrarrcqrc 

ithtr'E 9T?E5Tini srrtrrrqT EfuTET 

I XW WfOTFET 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


<Wrf«Tr?r< 10.00 5 0.25 7.5 1.00 15.00 


*vn % «F*T 70 sridVlrT *PSFT % ^ TET% EET 10 E%9TE W % fattA 

$■ 2 8 if *lt fafWEt % 'SEJETT jflET Ti^ I 
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'irr^Pt, trwfrr 
111 


irr'zp *rrarc f^srarq' 

<retfts 

wrFsFRfT 

iftocftotTRo 


8 


9 


10' 00 - w£ Trarr *ft trra *frr wnrr, frfaFT srftsjfeff tt^it wt) fa#, tr 

#fat, 5fW, srfftqT, ^rwr, fa#, % #t#f, Jr«ft, STTT'F, ZT?, 
w-?nr, % #t#f, fnrnfkr, 'srrwr, =pff % Ttff, fin#, tort, ?wr 
jfap toTte^irfoTtftorT srrtorr i srnnft Jr rer# gift w 
mwF% wf srfspp w if ft# i trart Jr sFffa $tft qffJr w#f *rt 

sr-fiRT to <pFrr Jr 85 RfiniRT ft tr $>fr i qT3Yt topr 
ftt«r urt ^tepjjsfr Jr $far i rmnvzr m to tosirt ^ stRff to 
'T^rrcJ rpjj 'rfrsrruwp Trfnrto ft ’jw #mr i to ytotor % fa# 
rm ipifeRT totot ftonto stk ft w 

qT'j^rtff' %JT>ir ftjTftorfto'tofa i 

3 


[to 'Flo 13-20 / 67— ITo irq-o] 

Jt ftofa '(ft toTt f^TT 3|T § I #ft *mT5ff if TWK fTTOT 
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8.0. 338. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Agricultural 
Produce (Grading and Marking) Act, 1937 (1 of 1937), the Central Government 
hereby makes the following rules further to amend the Curry Powder Grading and 
Marking Rules, 1956, the same having been previously published as required by 
the said section namely: — 

1. These rules may be called the Curry Powder Grading and Marking (Amend- 
ment) Rules, 1970. 

2. In the Curry Powder Grading and Marking Rules, 1956, 

(a) for rules 5 and 6, the following rules shall be substituted namely: — 

"5. Grade designation marks:— (1) The grade designation marks in the case of 
curry powder packed in polythene or paper bags shall consist of a design incor- 
porating the number of Certificate of Authorisation the word ‘Agmark’ and the 
grade approved by the Agricultural Marketing Adviser to the Government of India. 

(2) The grade designation mark in the case of curry powder packed in tins or 
glass containers shall consist of a paste-on label, specifying the grade designation 
and bearing the design of a map of India with the word ‘Agmark’. 

(3) The grade designation mark in the ease of curry powder packed in con- 
tainers of jute or cloth as also in containers in which sealed polythene bags of 
graded curry powder are packed shall consist of a label, specifying the grade 
designation and bearing the design (consisting cf an outline map of India with the 
word ‘Agmark’ and the figure of rising sun, with the words ‘Produce of India’ and 

u vTTTcfilT sJcTi'W ” resembling the one as set out in Schedule I. 

6. Method of marking: — (1) The grade designation mark shall be securely 
affixed to or printed on each container in a manner approved by the Agricultural 
Marketing Adviser to the Government of India. 

(2) In addition to the grade designation mark, the following particulars shall 
also be clearly and indelibly marked on each container, namely: — 

(a) Date of packing in code or plain letters, 

(b) Lot number, and 

(c) Net weight. 

(3) An authorised packer may, after obtaining the prior approval of the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Adviser to the Government of India, mark his private trade 
mark on a container, in a manner approved by the said offh'er. provided that the 
private trade mark does not represent a quality or grade different from that indi- 
cated by the grade designation mark affixed to or printed on the container in 
accordance with these rules.” 

(b) In rule 7, for sub-rule (1), the following sub-rule shall be substituted, 
namely: — 

“(1) Only new and clean tins, glass containers, polythene, jute or cloth 
containers or paper bags properly lined wdth suitable material shall 
be used for packing curry uowder and these shall be closed and 
sealed in a manner approved by the Agricultural Marketing Ad- 
viser to the Government of India. 


[No, F. 13-20/67-A.M-l 
B. R, KAPOOR. Under Secy. 

*To Wt° 338: — *lfafdiW 1937 (l937^f) 

am 3 am vrfwff ywlfi ^ qnjTT w 

SfY? f=d?dd fdTd 1 9 5 6 it, ’jMt'PT dsfapT ’FTfi % ftfiT fdW 

1. fdif 197 
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2. qr?t qqRrrq qqq fqfqq fqqq, 1956 *1, 

(t) fqqq 5 cT«rr 6 % pXR q* faffTflrfor fqqq TPr^rPl-T snrfq, 

q>rn : — 

5. sq# srfqqTq fafq: — ( i ) qtJfMfa qr qrqq % qqt it fqfq fz qr?t qrarq 

qftqmq #oft qfqsrrq fqf q tt fqsrr^q ffqr ftqr faq m srrfsrqRor strt^t qq # mm, 
mr ffa fqqqq qqffFR qRq ir3>r mm FftFR qft ft >qqt qfer ft i 

( 2 ) £tqqrqqq% qren-qr it qqr f^r qrftqrm qtt sot *t srfatiPT 
fqf q qrnfqr fqqqnqr pr qfqq ftqr fqqqq «Tqtqfqmqfqfqfq*q ftqaT “rrnrrip” 
51^- qffq wrrfr % qqtr qr fsqnq ft i 

( 3 ) mm m qrqi % smrrqf it q^ prr qfa qq srrarqf it fqqit #qrfrq qrtt 
qrm: qr qfqfitq tr qtfrq*? a%qqr fpir srrtt f, qqr fqt qq qrft qrTR Ttqqr it ^oft 
qfqqrq fafq qq q? trfqq ftqr fan xx *?qt srfqaTq fqfqrqsi ft mx “if nrr^” qs? 
qffq qm % qw % t^rfqw # wm “sfrfqq srnq tfeqr” ?tr “wRqtq q?rrq” qffq 
q?iwq ^4 % fqq qrr, srt srqijqt 1 if qq fqq If fqqqr wqqr ft, fesn^q ft i 

6 . fqqq tt qgfq ( 1 ) w srfqqrq fqf m qrfq fqqq *r =rifTR trt m- 
qtfrq ftfq Ir mm qrsrrq qq qqqqt % qrq fqqqrntr qr urqr sow i 

( 2 ) ■jqqqq % qfqfeq, qcqqr srrerrq xx fq*qfqfer ?qf< *ft mm m\x qq% 
qk qq qfer fqrq qrqq : — 

(qr) qffe qr qre sra-Ttr it qfcq q?r qrftq, 

{n) mrx xim, mx 
(q) qkr i 

(3) qrfsrf , qqqRirrqfqqqq^qrfq?Rqn;qq?qRlf p srqqtqq mm qrqqq 
% qqqrq qqq qTaqqft aTO ?qtfq frfq q, srraqq qq qqqr uwm |qqrr mn qqqrr I 
■qq?f qf qq qq fq fqqrq Ir q'rf qr qqr qqrfr u qr ^ift qqfqqq ftqt ftsft 
m ftrqqf % qqqR fqqqrq qq qr ®rq »qq qfqqrq fqrq If fqq ft i 

(^) fqqq 7 it qrfqqq ( 1 ) % qrrq qq fq^wrarq qfqrqTrqq fqrqr qrqqr, 
■qrafq : — 

( 1 ) qfr qrqqq qq qqq % fqq %qq qq qtr qrq, fd-q, wtw% qrmq, qM#r, 
q?TH qr qqi % qrarq qqqq % mi qq qftq fqrqr qr^qr mx =qqt qroq mm\x % 
frfq- fqm q-qrfqqq qm qqqqr mxr qqq'rfqq ?q Ir mz w;x% qtf^: qqrqt qrqq't i 

[qo<?qo 13-20/ 67-^o r^T 0 ] 
q'to 5TRo TJT, mX tffaq I 
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MINISTRY OF IRRIGATION AND POWER 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 21st January 1970 

S.O. 339. — In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-rule (2) of Rule 133 
of the Indian Electricity Rules, 1956, the Central Government hereby directs that 
the provisions of Rules 118(c) and 130 of the said Rules shall be relaxed in res- 
pect of the use of the following apparatus in conjunction with one 3.3KV Russian 
Shovel Model EKC 4.8 Cubic metre, Serial No. OM 1002: 

One 30KVA, 3.3KV/230 volts, 3 phase star/star transformer neutral of 230 
volts insulated Serial No. 13950. 

In the Open Cast Mine of Umrer Colliery of M/s. National Coni Development 
Corporation Ltd, to the extent that (1) in relaxation of Rule 118(c), 133 volts 
system of supply intended for use for lighting purposes within the Shovel from 
30KVA, 3.3K.V/230 volts, 3 phase transformer, the transformer having the neutral 
of the secondary Insulated and a s such the voltage of the system being obtained 
between a phase and insulated neutral and not between phases as contemplated 
in Rule 118(c), the 133 volts system of supply is specially considered and may be 
used, and (2) in relaxation of Rule 130, the 30KVA, 3.3KV/230 volts transformer 
connected In star on high voltage and low voltage sides may not have the neutral 
point of their secondary connected to earth. 

Provided that the aforesaid relaxation shall be valid for such time as the said 
machine is in use in the mine and due information shall be given to the Central 
Government through the Deputy Director of Mines Safety (Electrical-Hqs.) , 
Dhanbad as soon as the machine Is taken out of the mine. 

[No. EL.II6(1)/69.]1 
M. RAMANATHAN, 
Deputy Director (Power) . 

f(T*Tf * R’TFTT 

21 SFFTTt, 1970 

*To WIo 339: — STTTfta f^PSTvft fdWTft, 1956 % fdW 133 

3'q‘ftvr’T (2) 5TTT ^fsrrK'r j pt sr^fr^r 

I fa ^ faTE 118 (*r) sftr 1 30 TEWl fadR fao TV 

jfargT -tTPT sfapT ^ t[T 3 . 3 ’fTo ^fV SlfacT FTScT’fo 

4. 6 «PT TftsTT, ’PTRo ?fto qRo 1 002 % ET«T ffafl FdwRdftild %5fafa%“ 

R#£T if faf«fafa?lfRr l: — 

fafar%r 230 ffR ^ 3o %° i*°. 

3. 3%0 ^o/230^tc3, fFTfT° 13950 I 

^ ^FTT — ( l) ffafR 1 1 8(*l) 30 

sffo ITo 3,3^o ^fo/230 3 flPfipfa ^T, sft f^TfT^Tf^cT 

) % gsqTr ) 07T 3TcfT §[ , tfVT HTil t ^ Tf’J'ST tfa ^3f 5ffa 

faidl lf fd WPT cUT ) T R fa falR 11& (*l) ifTffafafd 

sqg^jT % ifTjUR 'Wf ^ if TTdf jjfat 5rfw?cT 13 3 ^ STOTSft TT fasfa 

lycf if fasnr fa^T W | WspfN'f'Rn 5TIT[; 'rffa ( 2 ) fFFRFFT 130 

fa hsfR. 'T q yr fare fr, gtedT ■afa fa^ ^IcJdi it reir 30 

3. 3$T « ^to/230^t?S % if (wf ) % RTO ^ 

?tr (tf%rfr) %frcrtfvm i 7 ^) fKr <cn^pp!T^| 1 
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T^sRT ftrf«I5fr^7WT 3TT R*UT TT 5TEJ T^TT 3r*f TTT TfT m 'm fiTFT if ^FT 
qpr E E ^ f-TYTT fw TTTTJ1T, fa^Tcft rjWTTT if »JFT *£WT 
i3 1 qfH%TO' % JTTsqrr i 

[tf feo 3ft— 6 ( I ) / 6 9 ] 

^>To 

TT fa%W (fiRSft) I 


MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS 
(Railway Board) 

New Delhi, the 22nd January , 1970. 

S.O, 340. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clauses (f) and (g) of sub- 
section (1) of Section 47 of the Indian Railways Act, 1890 (9 of 1890), the Central 
Government hereby makes the following amendment In the rules published under 
the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Railways (Railway 
Board) No- TCIII/3030/58/ Notification dated the 28th August, 1958. 

In the said notification. In ‘I-Rules For Warehousing And Retaining of Goods’ 
for sub-rule (a) and (b) of rule 2 , the following shall be substituted namely : — 

(a) Wharfage shall be charged at a rate not exceeding Ra. 10 and not below 

Rs. 2 per two wheeled or four wheeled carriage, motor car, boat, 
motor boat, dog-cart and tonga and not exceeding Rs. 2 per palanquin, 
dhooly and howdah per day or part of a day left on the premises of a 
Hallway Administration awaiting removal by consignee after the 
expiration of 24 hours from the time at which they are unloaded. 

(b) fi) A similar charge as mentioned in (a) above may be made on such 

carriages, motor cfirs, etc., brought to premises of a Railway Adminis- 
tration for despatch and awaiting a despatch order from the consignor, 
after the expiration of 24 hours from the time they are brought to the 
premises of a Railway Administration. 

(ii) The Railway Administration will, however, not be responsible in respect 
of such boats, carriages, etc., which will remain at owner’s risk until 
a railway receipt is granted. 

[No. TCI/201/2/69.] 
C. S. PARAMESHWARAN, Secy. 


MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND YOUTH SERVICES 

New Delhi, the 19 th January 1970 

S.O. 341. — In exercise of the powers conferred on it by section 29 of the Ancient 
Monuments and Archaeological Sites and Remains Act, 1958, (24 of 1958), the Cen- 
tral Government hereby directs that the powers conferred on It by sub-section (1) 
of section 6 of the said Act shall be exercisable also by the Superintending 
Archaeologists of the Archaeological Survey of India. ^ p B/ 200 / 6 9_ C AI(I).l 

KANWAR LAL, Under Secy- 


fw» mi WR ^TT 


foFff, 19 1970 

RT 0 WT 0341 . — STTTt'T UTT7T iNT 5TFT ^ srfijfdTT, 1 958 ( 1958 

^T24^t) ^tRFT 293J7T5IT7T =PT HTFT +1 *."51/ ^R%3TTT f#?T 
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| ^ Eim 6 tfr sroro ( 1 ) srcr srwr irfartff vr wtr 

^rroftr (rorarr % nmtePF qTrrm *fr vx $ 1 

[tfo X'Ro 5/20 0/ 6SHft° ITo I(i)] 

^ TTH, 5PT7 1 


MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 12 th January 1970 

S.O. 342- — In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Cinematograph 
Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read with proviso below sub-rule 2 of 4 of the Cinematograph] 
(Censorship) Rules, 1958, the Central Government hereby appoints Shrl M. V. Desai, 
an officer of the Senior Administrative Grade (Senior Seale) of the Central Informa- 
tion Service to act as Chairman, Central Board of Film Censors, with additional 
charge of the post of Adviser, Flan Information and Publicity, for a period of three- 
months with effect from the forenoon of 12th December, 1969 or till a suitable- 
officer Is appointed to the post of Chairman, in accordance with the provisions of. 
the rules, whichever is earlier, 

[No. F. 2/45/07-F(C).?i 


qwm tffc sjfniiTf FTpra 
12 1970 

qso wY° 24:2 . — (#rt) Idw^-fV, isss % Pm 4 ^ av f-m 2 

% RFT Tfetl SfftrfWR-, 1952 ( 1952*61 37) ^ tJTTT 3 TTCHTCcR SlftFFTfTt 

W RTW TOR/f ^Ti (Rir ^ tffiw IWRi lT T 

% sifimY ^ trtr ?fto qrrmmr, i^rt gffc vtr mm;\< % 

mm ffFpTfw|l 12 

feiRi, 1969 ^ 3 ^ ^ m frmff % uTRm Y w-jur: 

far? IT mr sfti % mm % T7 TT TTJfT srfsRPrft TT fatjfatl ft# RT, STY afl 'tff 9?# ft,. 

•ft $ I 

[ Ro TIo z/45/67~XTi (*fT)I 


ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 19 th January 1970 

SO, 343. In pursuance of the directions Issued under, the provisions of the 
enactments specified in the First Schedule annexed hereto the Central Government 
after considering the recommendations of the Film Advisory Board, Bombay, here- 
by approves the film specified in column 2 of the Second Schedule annexed hereto 
In all Its language versions to be of the description specified against it in column- 
6 of the said Second Schedule- 


The First Schedule. 

(1) Sub-Section (4) of the Section 12 and Section 16 of the Cinematograph 
Act, 1952 (Central Act XXXVII of 1952). 

'(2) Sub-Section (3) of Section 5 and Section 9 of the Bombay Cinemas (Re- 
gulation) Act, 1953 (Bombay Act Xr of 1953). 
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The Second Schedule 


SI. Title of the film 

No.j 

Length' 

3 jmm 

Name of the 
Applicant. 

Name of the 
Producer 

Whether a Scientific 
film or a film inten - 
ded for educational 
purposes or a film 
dealir gwithnewand 
current events or a 
documentary film 

I 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 Maharashtra News 
No. 211 (Marathi & 
Hindi).^ 

297-7 fM 

Director of Publicity, Gcvtn- 
mcnt of Maharashtra , 68 -Fi‘m 
Centre, Tardco, Bombay-34- 

Fi m ccalii g with 
r.ttv ai d current 

events (for release in 
Maharashtra circuit 
only). 


[No. F. 28/1/70-FP App. 1411.] 
^ 19 197 0 


tN 343 : — *rr«r wft srscm ir fairffTT srwv srfafasR 

% ^TSUtl % ¥FrPf?T WTft M 1 *I*T fa%m T mj$n, ^^sffa TUTTT, fatH W^*TTT 
*Tf#, fathTfawT TT fa^fT tfrfa % arrc, TT^-JRT, £xf% ST«T ftUTcffa Sf^ft T 

2 fT^-Tt T?r% im tu wwrcfr % ^iffr Trf?.cr, farm fa^R<JT % 

?rm^?T 6 irfcirr§sn — 

( 1) ^rfarcr srfafaq'B, 1 952 ( 1952 *pt 37 qt srfmfaur) qr> trm 

1 2 TTJRT ( 4 ) ?W JTRT 1 6 

(2) fa^Bi (M^r) ttifafaqra 1953 (i 953 ttii^t) suaf wfa- 

faifB Tt 5Tm 5 Tt TT^Rr ( 3 ) ff«JT EfRf 9 

fgtffa 

TO fTRl JR JTTR TRTs 3 5 5TTTT' TT UTU faffTcTT TT 4^' IT3TT far fate T f 

awr fa oifro ttr irrfarRTTTRfarfaRi 

& qT TTRT^rT sftr 
^TE^Tuff 

fT"Tr t qr ^rf ifafr 

fiieR I 1 


(l) ( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) (5) 

( 6 ) 


297. 79 


TOrqrufksrefqv 

211 

TftTT 

tTflTl^ iRTTL, 

q^qror qft 

(*nrit sfk ftftft) 

68 ,f'T)yP| 

(%q*r q^mtj 



*-t) 4 34- 

^ifer % fait) 


[*T° 28/ 1/70-^° fto Tfafar^ 1411] 
*f>° %o grr, (jqr ^rfa’q' i 
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S.O. 344 — In pursuance of the directions issued under the provisions of each of 
the enactments specified In the First Schedule annexed hereto, the Central Govern- 
ment after considering the recommendations of the Film Advisory Board, Bombay 
hereby approves the films specified in column 2 of the Second Schedule annexed 
hereto In Gujarati to be of the description specified against each In column 6 of the 
said Second Schedule. 


The Fihst Schedule 

(1) Sub-Section 4 of the Section 12 and Section 10 of the Cinematograph Act, 

1952 (Central Act XXXVII of 1952). 

(2) Sub-Section (3) of Section 5 and Section 9 of the Bombay Cinemas (Re- 

gulation) Act, 1953 (Bombay Act XVII of 1953). 

(3) Sub-Section (4) of Section 5 and Section 9 of the Saurashtra Cinemas 

(Regulation) Act, 1953 (Saurashtra Act XVII of 1953). 

Thb Second Schedule. 


SI. Title of the film Length Name of the Name of the J Whether a Scientific 
No. 35mm Applicant Producer film or a film inten- 

ded for educational 
purposes or a film 
dealing with news & 
current events or a 
documentary film 


12 3 4 5 


6 


I Mahitlchltra No. Ii6 257 -ooM Director of Information 

Govt, of Gujarat, 
Sachlvalaya, Ahmeda- 
bad-15. 


Film dealing with 
news and current 
events (For release in 
Gujarat circuit only) 


2 Gujarat NaBundaro 375C78M Do Film intended for 

educational purposes 
(For release in the 
Gujarat circuit). 


[No. F. 2<>/l/70-FPApp.I412.1 
X. K. KHAN, Under Secy, 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH, FAMILY PLANNING AND WH. AND UD. 

(Department of Health) 

New Delhi, the 19 th January 1970 

S.O. 345. — The following draft of certain rules further to amend the Drugs 
and Cosmetics Rules, 1945, which the Central Government proposes to make, after 
consultation with the Drugs Technical Advisory Board, in exercise of the powers 
conferred by section 12 and 33 of the Drugs and Cosmetics Act, 1940 (23 of 1940), 
Is published, as required by the said sections for the information of all persons 
likely to be affected thereby and notice Is hereby given that the said draft will be 
taken into consideration on or after the 15th April, 1970. 

2. Any objections or suggestions which may be received from any person with 
respect to the said draft before the date so specified will be considered by the 
Central Government: — 

Draft Rules 

1. These rules may be called the Drugs and Cosmetics (Amendment) Rules, 1970. 
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2- In the Drugs and Cosmetics Rules, 1945, In clause (ee) of rule 2,— 

(I) In sub-clause (il), after the word ‘medicine’ the following shall be insert- 

ed, namely: — 

excluding the Homoeopathic system of medicine”; 

(II) in sub-clause (iii) after the words ‘medical register', the following shall 

be inserted, namely: — 

other than a register for the registration of Homoeopathic practitioner,". 

[No. 1-57/68-D] 
HAMIDULLAH KHAN, Under Secy. 


(Department of Works, Housing and Urban Development) 

New Delhi, the 23rd January 1970 

5.0. 346. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Public 
Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants) Act, 1958 (32 of 1968), the Central 
Government hereby makes the following amendment in the notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Health and Family Planning and Works, 
Housing and Urban Development (Department of Works, Housing and Urban 
Development) No. S.O. 1764 dated the 28th April, 1969 namely : — 

In the Table to the said notification, under column (1), for the existing entry 
the following shall be substituted, namely : — 

“Assistant Township Administrator in the Township Administration Depart- 
ment, Neyveli Lignite Corporation Limited, Tamil Nadu (Madras).” 

[No. F.21012(7)/69-Pol.IV.] 

8.0, 347 — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Public 
Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants) Act, 1958 (32 of 1958), the Central 
Government hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (1) of the Table 
below, being the officers equivalent to the rank of gazetted officers of Government 
to be estate officers for the purposes of the said Act, who shall exercise the powers 
conferred, and perform the duties imposed on estate officers by or under the said 
Act within the local limits of their respective jurisdiction in respect of the public 
premises specified In the corresponding entry in column (2) of the said Table. 

The TAbCb 


Designation of Officer. Categories of public premises and local 

limits of jurisdiction. 

(i) (a) 

i . Legal.Officcrs in the Head Office at Bombay. Premises under the administrative control of the 

Indian Oil Corporation limited situated 
within the local limits of their respective 
jurisdiction, 

2 . Legal Officers in the Branches, at Bombay, 

Delhi, Calcutta and Madras. 


[No. F.21011(4) /06-Pol.IV.] 


S.O. 348. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section S of the Public 
Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants) Act, 1958 (32 of 1958), the Cen- 
tral Government hereby appoints the officer mentioned in column (1) of the Table 
below, being officer equivalent to the rank of a gazetted officer of Government, 
to be Estate Officer for the purposes of the said Act, who shall exercise the powers 
conferred and perform the duties imposed on estate officers by or under the said 
Act within the local limits of his jurisdiction in respect of the public premise's 
specified in the corresponding entry In column (2) of the said Table, 
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The Table 

Dcsig nation of Officer. 


Categories of public premises and local 
limits of jurisdiction. 

(i) 

J 1 ' 

0) 

Revenue Officer, Heavy Engineering Corporation 
Limited , Ranchi, 

Premises belonging to and under the adminis- 
trative control of Heavy Engineering Corpo- 
ration Limited, situated at Ranchi, Bihar. 


Dy. Director 

[No. F.2101 1(4)/ 66-Pol.IV.}' 

T. K. BALASUBRAMANIAN,. 
of Estates and Ex-Offlclo Under Secy. 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR, EMPLOYMENT AND REHABILITATION 
(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 19 th January 1970 

S O. 349. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 194T 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Nagpur, in the industrial dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of Ballarpur Collieries Company^ 
Post Office Ballarpur, District Chanda (Madhya Pradesh) and their workmen,, 
which was received by the Central Government on the 15th January, 1970. 

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT NAGPUR 
Reference (OGT) No. 3 of 1969 


Present : 

Shri G. V. Deo, B.A., LL B., Presiding Officer. 

Parties : 

(1) M/s. Ballarpur Collieries Company (Personnel Officer), Biasessor House, 

Nagpur. 

(2) The Manager, Ballarpur Colliery, Post Office Ballarpur, District Chandra- 

pur. 

Versus 

Shrl Narsayya Ranvayya, C/o General Secretary, Bombay Pradesh Mines 
Workers Union, Post Office Ballarpur, District Chandrapur. 

Appearances : 

For Employer First Party — Shri M. K- Kumar, Officer in Personnel Dept. 
For Workmen Second Party — Shri Narsayya Ranvayya with Shri Labde, 
Vice President, M. P. Rashtriya Koyala Khadan ICamgar Sangh, 
Ballarpur. 

State: Maharashtra Industry: Colliery 

Negpur, dated the 5th January 1970 
AWARD 

This is a reference under Section 10(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
for adjudication of a dispute between the parties regarding the dismissal from 
service of Shri Narsayya Ranvayya. 

2. While this reference was pending the parties on 5th December, 1969 filed 
an application stating that the dispute has been amicably settled. According to 
the terms of settlement the employers have agreed to take the worker i-e. Shri 
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Narsayya Ranvayya on a new job with no back wages and the worker has agreed 
to to rego all his previous claims If any, and treat the present dispute as Anally 
closed- 


3. Accordingly I make an Award in terms of the settlement mentioned above. - 
The reference thus stands disposed of. 


(Sd./-) G. V. Deo, 

Presiding Officer. . 
(No. S/11/69-LR.II-J 


New Delhi, the 22nd January 1970 

S.O. 350. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of Oil and National Gas 
Commission, Cambay Navagarn Project Cambay Wing Kansarl and their workmen, . 
which was received by the Central Government on the 13th January, 1970. 

BEFORE SHRI INDRAJIT G. THAKORE, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
Reference (ITC) No. 2 of 1969 

ADJUDICATION 

Between 

The Oil and Natural Gas Commission, Cumbay and Navagarn Project, 
Cambay Wing, Kansari. — First Parly. 

AND 

The workmen employed under it — Second Party. 

In the matter of termination of services of Shri Chandra Prakash Kapoor 
Ex-Fitter with effect from 17th February, 1968. 

Appearances : 

Shri D. C- Gandhi. — for the First Party. 

Shri N. C- Shah, — for the Second Party. 

AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 7A, and clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Government of India 
Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and 
Employment) by their order dated 8th/10th May, ' 1969 constituted an Industrial 
Tribunal with me as a Presiding Officer with headquarters at Ahmedabad. As 
the Central Government was also of the opinion that the industrial dispute existed 
between the employers in relation to the management of the Cambay and Navagan 
Project of the Oil and Natural Gas Commission, Cambay Wing, Kansari In the 
State of Gujarat and their workmen in respect of the matters specified in the 
schedule annexed and as the Central Government considered it desirable to refer 
the said dispute for adjudication, the said dispute was referred for adjudication to 
me. The dispute i.e. referred to me Is mentioned in the schedule to the said order 
and is as follows: — 

“Whether the action of the management of the Oil and Natural Gas Com- 
mission, Cambay Project, Cambay, in terminating the services of Shri 
Chandra Prakash Kapoor, Ex-Fitter, with efiect from the 17th February, 
1968, was justified? If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?" 

I am’ glad the parties in this reference have come to terms and requested me 
to make an award in terms thereof. I, therefore, make an award In terms of 
settlement which is annexed hereto and marked Annexure “A”. 

(Sd.) M. P. Barot. (Sd.) Indrajtt G. Thakore 

Secretary, Industrial Tribunal. 

Ahmedabad, 8th January 1970. 
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Annexure “A” 

-BEFORE SHRI I. G. THAKORE. HON’BLE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT 

AHMEDABAD 

Reference (ITC) No. 2 of 1069 
.May Please the Hon'ble Tribunal: 

The parties in the above mentioned reference have arrived at an amicable 
-settlement and it is prayed that an award in terms thereof may please be passed: 

Terms of Settlement 

That without prejudice to the contention of ONGC hereinafter referred to as 
‘Commission’ that services of an employee can be terminated at any time without 
assigning any reason according to the contract of service or under the Conduct, 
Discipline and Appeal Regulations and without prejudice to the contention of the 
•'ONGC Employees Mazdoor Sabha, Baroda, hereinafter referred to as the ‘Sabha’ 
that the services can be terminated only as per the standing orders, It is hereby 
• agreed that with a view to maintain and continue the existing improved industrial 
■relations between the parties to the dispute and also on appeal from the Sabha to 
the Chairman for consideration of the case on sympathetic grounds, the parties 
Lave agreed as below: 

(a) Shrl C. P. Kapoor will be taken back in the employment of the Commission 
on the same terms and conditions and on the same post on which he was working 
lin the Commission prior to the termination of his services from the Commission. 

(b) That the employee so taken back shall be given an ex-yratia payment equal 
tto what he would have got had he been suspended subject to a ceiling of Rs- 5000- 

(c) That his services from the datq of termination till the date of taking back 
-will be treated as continuous but he shall not be entitled to any wages, bonus etc. 
for the period under reference. The services, however, shall be treated as con- 
tinuous for the purpose of seniority, Increment, C.P.F., gratuity, retrenchment 
compensation benefits and similar benefits. 

(d) This settlement shall come into force from the date the award is given by 
the Industrial Tribunal. 

Place: Ahmedabad. 

Date: 6th January, 1970- 

(Sd.) 

Advocate for ONGC. 

(Sd.) 

Advocate for workmen. 

[No. 23(8)/ 08-LR-IV-] 

S.O. 351 . In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

'ill of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of Victoria West Colliery 
«f Messrs New Beerbhum Coal Company Limited, Post Office Barakar, District 
Burdwan and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
-the 17th January, 1970. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 
reference No. 73 of 1909 


Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of Victoria West Colliery of 
Messrs New Beerbhum Coal Company Ltd., 

Anp 

Their workmen. 


Present: 

Shri B- N. Banerjee, Presiding Officer. 


Acearances: 

On behalf of Employers— Shri D. Norsingh, Advocate. 

On behalf of Workmen — Shri Satyen Banerjee, Advocate, 
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State: West Bengal 


Industry: Coal Mines. 


AWARD 

By Order No. 6/39/68-LRII dated August 27, 1969, the Government of India, . 
in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour - 
and Employment), referred the following industrial dispute between the em- 
ployers in relation to the management of Victoria West Colliery of Messrs New 
Beerbhum Coal Co. Ltd,, and their workmen, to this Tribunal, for adjudication,, 
namely: 

"Whether the management of Victoria West Colliery of Messrs New Beer— 
bhum Coal Company Limited, Post Office Barakar, District Burdwan . 
was justified in refusing payment of profit sharing bonus for the • 
years 1965 and 1966 to Sarvashri Dasrath Pasman, Moti Nunia, Amrit 
Pasman and Pir Mohammed, Sirdars? If not, to what relief are these 
workmen entitled?” 

2. The management and the workmen both filed their respective written state- 
ment. There was also a rejoinder filed by the management. According to the 
management, the four Sirdars, mentioned in the Order of reference, were not 
workmen, “either under the Coal Award or under the recommendation of the Coal . 
Wage Board”. They were not paid any wages but only sardari or commission 
which were expressly excluded from the scope of wages by Exception (vii) to ■ 
section 2(21) of the Payment of Bonus Act, 1965. It was further stated by the 
employers that after the enforcement of the Payment of Bonus Act, there was no ■ 
question of paying any profit sharing bonus de hors the Payment of Bonus Act 
and that the management was justified in refusing to pay any profit sharing bonus 
to the sirdars concerned. 

3. In the written statement filed by the workmen, it was stated: 

"6. That, Sarvashri Das Rath Pasman, Moti Nunia, Amrit Pasman and Pir 
Mohammad Sirdars are all workmen and are entitled to get Profit- 
sharing bonus as other workmen of the colliery. 

7. That the workmen under reference are performing physical, supervisory 

duties with respect to the labour force under their supervision as 
per direction of the management and getting wages in the name of 
commission and sirdary. 

8. That, prior to the Coal Wage Board implementation, the incumbent 

workmen are getting wages as mentioned below: 

As commission : Rs. 1/3/- per Tulb on pick coal and 50 per cent of the 
same on Machine cut coal. 

As Sirdary : Rs. 5/- per hundred on pick coal and 50 per cent of 
the same on Machine cut coal. 

In addition to all these workmen were getting '75 per day as interim 
relief as recommended by the Wage Board. 

Shri Pir Mohammad was getting Rs. 30/- per week as Sirdary for physical 
supervisory duties with respect to the work of Underground tram- 
mers. 

9. That, as per recommendation of the Wage Board this amount of com- 

mission and sirdary has been increased by 23 per cent and at pre- 
sent they are getting commission and sirdary as noted below. 

(i) Commission — Rs. 096 per tub on pick coal. 

(ii) Sirdary — Rs. 048 per hundred tubs pick coal. 

In case of machine coal they are getting 50 per cent of the same rate as ■ 
Sirdary and commission. 

Shri Pir Mohammad is getting Rs, 30.90 per week for supervising the works . 
of U/G Trammers. 

In addition to this they are still getting interim relief Rs- 75 per day each 
as it was not adjusted with the Commission or with Sirdary.” 

In support of their case the workmen themselves strongly relied upon observa- 
tions of the Supreme Court in Bhagaband Colliery vs. their workmen (1962).* 
II LLJ 356. 

4. No oral evidence was led in this case. The documentary evidence were alb, 
marked by consent. 
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-Advocate for the workmen strongly argued that there were facts in th P l™w 
case which were similar to the facts of the case before the Supreme Court In 
Bhagaband 6olllery, the facts were that the Borrea Coal Company Ltd. were the 
owners of Bhagaband Colliery and F. W . Hedgers & Co. (Private) Ltd. were the 
Jf 1 a , gent l 111 the Enld colliery, There were “miners sirdars”, who were 
paid what was known as sardan commission. Later on, . the managing agents 
terminated the sardari commission of the sirdars on the ground that they were 
receiving the said commission without performing any corresponding duties and 
-obligations. In the past, the practice for the colliery was to recruit labour 
through sirdars because labour used to be migratory. The sirdars who recruited 
nnd supplied the labour were paid commission on the output of labour force 
supplied by them. Some of the sirdars used, in addition, carry out the duty of 
supervision. Sometimes this duty was performed Iby them voluntarily but some- 
times it was imposed upon them by the management. The latter class of sirdars 
was known as working sirdars. It was the case of the workmen that the con- 
> cerned sirdars were working sirdars. It was common ground that each of the 
respondents before the Supreme Court was an employee in the colliery, each 
having specific duty to perform. It was also common ground that, outside their 
regular working hours, the respondents used to do the supervisory work with 
respect to the labour force supplied by each of them. It was also common ground 
that recruit of labour through sirdars is no longer permissible because it is 
-obligatory upon the employers now, under Employment Exchange (Compulsory 
Notification of Vacancies) Act, 1959, to notify all vacancies to the Employment 
Exchange and to recruit labour only through the Employment Exchange. The 
dispute in regard to the breach of payment of slrdari commission to such sirdars 
was referred for adjudication to Central Government Industrial Tribunal at 
Dhanlbad. Considering the facts on record, it was found that the sirdars engaged 
to do sardari work were treated as employees of the colliery and not independent 
contractors. The issue was found against the management. In the appeal be- 
fore the Supreme Court, at the instance of Bhagaband Colliery, it was contended 
that Sirdars were not workmen but were independent contractors and that the 
-commission paid to them was not wages under the Indust rhil disputes Act |nd 
as such, the reference of the dispute was incompetent. . p Ire 

lived the contention. The reasons which weighed with the Supreme Court 

; herein below given: 


“The reference would be competent only if the respondents in so far as 
they are performing supervisory duties over the labour force sup- 
plied by them were workmen as defined in the Act and the emolu- 
ments they received were wages as defined in the Act. If it is found 
in their favour on both these points, then the dispute would cer- 
tainly fall within Sch. Ill and it would V>e within the competence of 
the Government to refer it for adjudication to an industrial tribunal 
under S.7A of the Act. The Tribunal has found as a fact that the 
respondents were performing supervisory duties with respect to the 
labour force supplied by them. Now workmen as defined in S. 2(s) 
of the Act means — 

‘any person employed in any industry to do any skilled or unskill- 

ed manual, supervisory, technical or clerical work for hire or re- 
ward whether the terms of employment be expressed or implied 
’ (only relevant portion quoted). 


It is no doubt true that the respondents were not expressly employed 
as supervisors by the company but certain correspondence which 
has been placed on record it seems clear that the company regarded 
them as their employees even with respect to the supervisory work. 
In this connexion we would refer first to item 20 which is a letter 
dated 19 January 1953 addressed by the manager to all the miners’ 
sirdars. It reads' thus: 

‘Last year this colliery was the worst for excessive work being lost due 
to two full days being stopped for Pitha Parab. 

You are hereby warned that if you cannot arrange with your miners to 
keep the stoppage to a maximum of three shifts drastic action will 
be taken in consultation with Dy. C.M.E.’ 

' The threat of drastic action referred to in this letter could not have been 
possibly addressed to an independent contractor but could well be 
addressed to an employee. Then there is Item 19 addressed to all 



Sec. 3(ii)] THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 31. 1 970/M AGHA 11, 1891 617 


the persons, That letter is dated 12th July 1958. The relevant portion 
of that letter runs thus: 

* Please arrange to be in the office on 18th and 19th July 195ft 

and explain your miners/loaders the real position If any complaint 
comes to you.' 

The instructions contained in this letter could not reasonably be given to 
a contractor but rather to an employee. The same inference can he 
drawn from item 18 which is a letter addressed to the miners’ sir- 
dars and dated 30th December 1958- There It is said that no worker 
shall tbe allowed to go down the mine or work therein any capacity 
except with the written authorization to that effect from the manager. 
Finally there is the letter dated 2nd January 1959 addressed by the 
manager to all the miners’ sirdars, the relevant portion of which is 
as follows: 

‘You are hereby instructed to look after your miners as regards their 
working places and other facilities. 

You will keep a check on personification when your own miner goes on 
leave/sick, etc, If you fail to bring such cases to the management, 
we will not appoint any further miners in your name. 

Please note carefully.’ 

This is clearly indicative of the fact that the company exercised control 
over the supervisory work which the respondents performed in the 
mines. The only reasonable inference which we can draw from 
these letters is that the respondents must be regarded as workmen 
employed by the company even with respect to the supervisory work 
performed by them. It would thus' follow that the respondents held 
two kinds of employment under the company, one as clerks, etc and 
the other as supervisors of the labour forces supplied by each of 
them. 

What was paid to the respondents was no doubt commissions at the rate 
of 3 pice per tub raised by the miners and a sirdari of Rs. 2 per 
100 tubs. According to the definition of “wages” in the Act, all re- 
muneration “capable of being expressed in terms of money” payable 
to a workman in respect of his emolument or for the work done in 
such employment would mean wages. The commission payable to 
sirdars being expressed in terms of money thus falls within the 
definition. 

The respondents being thus employees even in their capacity as supervisors 
and being in receipt of wages, a dispute concerning the payment of 
wages would fall in entry 1 of the Third Schedule to the Act- The 
Central Government was, therefore, competent to refer the dispute 
in question to the Central Industrial Tribunal under S. 7A of the 
Act.” 

6. Keeping the law as stated by the Supreme Court in mind, I have now to 
■decide the reference before me- Two things were admited before me. 

(a) that the accounting year of the company was from the 1st of November 

In a year to 31st October of the following year and the expression 
‘year 1965 and 1968’ should be read to mean the accounting year end- 
ing on October 31, 1965 and October 31, 1966. 

(b) that the management of Victoria West Colliery were Daying bonus to 

all employees of the company, under the Payment of Bonus Act for 
the accounting year ended 31st of October 1965 and 31st of October, 
1966, at the rate of 4 per cent., that is to say the minimum bonus a» 
under Section 10 of the Payment of Bonus Act, 1965. 

TVIr. D. Narsingh, learned Advocate for the management, submitted that the 
concerned sirdars were not workmen but were merely labour contractors, who 
were being paid commission or sirdari, which did not fall within the definition 
of wages as under Section 2(21)(vii) of the Payment of Bonus Act. It waa 
further contended by him that since the sirdars were not persons employed on 
wages, they did not fall within the definition of employees as defined under Sec- 
tion 2(13) of the Payment of Bonus Act. He lastly contended that after the 
coming Into operation of .the payment of Bonus Act, 1965, there was no question 
of payment of profit-sharing bonus but only bonus under the Act. In substance 
his argument was that the concerned sirdars were not workmen and this was 
not an industrial dispute. Even If they were workmen, they would not have 
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been entitled to any profit-sharing bonus but 
Bonus Act. 


to bonus under the Payment of 


7. Mr. Satyen Banerjee, learned Advocate for the workmen, contended that 
nothing depended on the name In which wages were being paid. If the commis- 
sion or sirdarl paid to the concerned sirdars were really wages then certainly 
such wages, paid under the name of commission or sirdarl would not have the 
effect of rendering them any of the less wages. He submitted that everything would 
depend upon the fact whether the sirdars were working under the management 
of the colliery or were merely labour suppliers on contract basis. 

8. Mr, Banerjee is right in the contention that this Tribunal has to look to> 
the substance of the thing and not to be led or mislead by the label only. I, 
therefore, propose to go mto the evidence and to determine what the sirdars 
really were and what they were in substance being paid. It is undisputed that 
the sirdars were liable to supervise the work of miners. In this context, I set 
out below a typical letter, Ext. B: 

“For 3 months from 23rd December 1854 to 9th December 1955 your atten- 
dance Underground is only 13 days. This shows that you take very 
little interests in the actual supervision of the work done by your 
miners. 

You were warned last time and as things have not improved your sirdary 
being wound up.’’ 

To the same effect appear to be Exts. C, E and G. It appears from Ext. D, that 
one of the sirdars was charged with mis-conduct and his explanation being un- 
satisfactory was penalised with a warning containing a caution of dismissal.. 
The said exhibit (Ext. D) is set out herein below : 

“The explanation to charge sheet No. 4116 dated 18th January 1954 is con- 
trary to facts and evidence which disclose a most unsatisfactory 
state of affairs with regard to the payment of bonus for quarter end- 
ing September 1953 to workers on your identification. You are very 
strongly warned to desist from this malpractice, repitation (?) of 
which will force me to recommend you for dismissal.” 

Ext. H goes further. It threatens one of the concerned sirdars with disciplinary 
action. I set out below the same: 

"Your loaders in 1 Dip section Bottom Seam did not go to the working 
places till 5 a.m. last night in 3rd shift. The Under Manager— night 
shift and Overman had to force them out from 12th level where they 
were dozing. You are hereby asked to warn your loaders and miners 
to go to their working places in time and you should personally 
check up from time to time that these instructions were obeyed fail- 
ing which strong disciplinary action will he taken against you. 

Please note that they have lost all claim for make up wages for the said 
period." 

From the above documents, it appears: (a) that the sirdars were to attend the 
colliery regularly; (b) their attendance was linked up with work, namely super- 
vision work of the minersj and others and (c) for non-attendance or inadequate 
supervision they were even threatened with disciplinary action. These are con- 
sistent more with their position as workmen than as contractors. 

9. There is another aspect of the matter which reinforces the contention of 

Mr. Satyen Benerjee to a very large extent- The Central Wage Board for Coal 
Mining Industry granted certain interim wage increase to workers, as appears 
from pages 4 and 5 of Volume I of the Report of the Central Wage -Board for 
Coal Mining Industry (Government publication). It appears V^teVim 

Account Book Ext, 1, that the concerned sirdars were also granted the interim 
increase in wages. Thus, the management itself was treating, by their own con- 
duct, the sirdars as wage earning workmen, 

10. For all these reasons I am of the opinion that the concerned sirdars were 
workmen under Victoria West Colliery of Messrs New Beerbhum Coal Company 
Ltd If they were workmen then they were certainly entitled to bonus under 
the Payment of Bonus Act. It being admitted that the management declared 
only 4 per cent bonus during the " accounting years ending 31st October 1965 and 
31st October 1966, the concerned sirdars are entitled to that amount only. I up- 
hold the argument of the management that the workmen are not entitled to any 
bonus apart from bonus payable under the Payment of Bonus Act Since I have 
held that the concerned sirdars were workmen, the sirdarl and the commission 
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which were being paid to them inclusive of the interim increases will be taken 
as their wages and bonus will be calculated thereon for the periods mentioned, 
that ii to say for the accounting years ending 51st October, 1905 and 21sl October, 
1966. 

This is my award. 

Dated, January 14, 1970. 

(Sd.; B- N. Banehjee, 

Presiding Officer . 

[No. 6/39/08-LRII.] 

S.O. 352 — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Bombay in the industrial dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of Ghughus Colliery of Messrs Bal- 
larpur Collieries Company, Nagpur and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on the 21st January, 1970 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, BOMBAY 
Reference No. CGIT-49 of 1965 


Parties: 

Employers in relation to Messrs Ballarpur Collieries Company, Blsesar 
House, Temple Road, Nagpur. 

And 

their workmen. 


Present: 

Shri A. T. Zambre, Presiding Officer- 
Appearances : 

For the Employers — Shri S. V. Kanade. Personal Officer, Shri J. D. Sirmuk- 
kadam, Deputy Personnel Officer and Shri M- K. Kumar, Officer In 
the Personnel Department. 

For the Workmen — Dr. D. P. Kawadkar, President, Maharashtra Colliery 
Workers’ Union with Shri Hamid Khan. 

State: Maharashtra- Industry: Coal Minin® 

Bombay, da ed the '30th December 1969 

AWARD 

The Government of India In the Ministry of Labour and Employment by their 
order No. 5/12/65-LRII dated 30th July, 1965, have referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication an industrial dispute existing between the employers in relation to 
Messrs Ballarpur Collieries Company, Nagpur and their workmen in respect 
of the matters specified in the following schedule 

Schedule 

“(1) Whether the dismissal of Shri A. Hamid Khan, Weigh Clerk by the 
management of the Ghughus Colliery of Messrs Ballarpur Collieries, 
Nagpur Is justified? 

(2) If not, to what relief is he entitled?” 

2- The employers Messrs Ballarpur Collieries Company are the owners of 
three collieries situated at Ballarpur, SastI and Ghughus in the forest area In the 
district of Chanda. Each of th,e collieries has an office at its place and the head 
office of the company Is situated at Bisesar House, Temple Road, Nagpur. 

3. Shri Abdul Hamid Khan the workman concerned in this reference is in the 
employ of the company for the last 35 years- For the first fifteen years of his ser- 
vice he worked as a time keeper at Ghughus and since then has been working as a 
weigh clerk at the same place. He is a man of advanced age and at the relevant 
time he was about 57 years old. At the Ghughus office besides the Manager there 
was the head clerk and four clerks including Shri Hamid Khan in the loading 
section of the sales department. At Ghughus there are two railway sidings which 
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are at a distance of about one mile and it was the duty of the workman Hamid 
Khan as a weigh clerk to arrange and supervise the work of loading and also to 
carry out the office work with the heip ot the other clerks. 

4. On the 12th January 1905 the management served the workman with a five 
page charge-sheet alleging that he had committed various misconducts (1) In- 
subordination and disobedience whether alone or in combination with others under 
standing order 21(1) (2) taking or giving bribes under standing order 21 (8) (8) 
habitual negligence or neglect of work under standing order 21(17)(4) acceptance 
of gifts from subordinate workmen— standing order 21(22) habitual breach of 
rules regulations etc., 21(27). With the charge-sheet notice he was also 
asked to show cause within 48 hours with a special direction that no extension 
of time would be granted for the reply- Accordingly the workman filed his expla- 
nation on the 14th January 1965. Thereafter the Manager appointed one Shrl J. D. 
Sirmukkadam as the enquiry officer who held an enquiry and made a report to 
the Manager who passed an order dismissing the workman on 15th January, 1965. 
The workman was a member of the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union, Ballar- 
pur and the union raised the dispute about the dismissal of Hamid Khan before the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central). The Conciliation Officer issued notices 
to the parties and as the matter could not be settled made a failure report on 
which the dispute was referred to this Tribunal. 

5. The Maharashtra Colliery Workers' Union which filed its statement of 

claim contended that the workman Shrl Hamid Khan was the founder member 
of the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union- He was an active member and 
hence the management did not like him and he was being victimized. He was 
never allowed the grade that he deserved. Though he requested he was not even 
granted adequate staff with a view to narass and victimise him. He was one of 

the unliked staff and his long attitude of victimization against him resulted in 

his wrongful dismissal It has alleged that the departmental enquiry was a 
mere farce. The management has Issued charge-sheets against Shrl Hamid Khan 
alleging several Items of misconduct, the longest of the nature in the history of 
charge-sheets. They did not give him reasonable time to answer the charges and 
'■he management had predetermined to remove him from service. As he vvas 
compelled by the direction in the charge-sheet he had submitted the explanation 

on 14th January, 1965, in the morning at about 10 a m. and without giving him 

any time to think or consult he was asked to appear before the enquiry officer 
Shrl J. D. Sirmukkadam. The workman has alleged that the enquiry officer Shri 
Sirmukkadam had also given him oral assurances about no punishment and the 
enquiry officer hastily finished the departmental enquiry in the evening of the 
same clay and the next dav the workman was dismissed from service. It has 
been further contended that Shrl Sirmukkadam was the Welfare Officer of the 
Company. He had also represented the management In other cases against the 
workers. He was partial towards the management and was not a fit person for 
acting as an enquiry officer He had violated the principles of natural justice ard 
the dismissal was illegal. 

6. Regarding corruption it was contended that the allegations were totally false 
and the management had engineered the whole evidence with a view to charge 
him with a serious offence and support their intended action to remove him from 
service. It was contended that with a view to victimize him the management had 
charged him for a similar offence in the year 1963 and had suspended him ior 
three dnys which was cancelled as a result of the conciliation proceedings. There- 
after the management tried to remove him from service saying that he was aged 
more than fit) and after examination by the Medical Officer of the colliery had 
sent him to the Civil Surgeon, Chanda in December 1964 but that attempt proved 
to be a failu-e and hence they have charged him for the various misconducts in 
the month of January, 1965. As the dismissal is illegal the same should be set 
aside and he be paid his salary with all allowances. 

7. The management have by their written statement opposed the reference en 
technical grounds and denied the contentions of the workmen contending that the 
dispute concerned is that of a single workman. There was no reason whv the 
issue should have been referred to the Trihunal instead of to a Labour Court and 
this Tribunal had no jurisdiction. 

8. The employers have denied the allegations that the workman was victimized 
and was one of the unliked staff and have contended that there was no necessity of 
additional staff to assist him. and the workman was unreasonably making a de- 
mand for staff in order to show his lethergv and Incompetency. They have ad- 
mitted that the suspension ot three days awarded to the workman as a purish- 
ment was set aside in conciliation proceedings but have contended that the 
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management had agreed to cancel the same on humanitarian grounds- Regard- 
ing the allegation of an attempt to remove him on the ground of old age it is 
contended that the workman was not performing the duties entrusted to him and 
with a view to find whether he was physically unfit to perform the duties entrust- 
ed' to him the management got him examined by the medical officer attached to 
the colliery. The medical officer had reported that according to him he was sixty 
years of age hut in spite ot the report the management offered him an opportuni- 
ty to appear before the Civil Surgeon and pro’duce a certificate of physical fitness 
within 15 days and the management was not motivated to victimize him in any 
way. 

9. It is alleged that Shrl Sirmukkadam was the Deputy Personnel Officer of 
the Company. He was appointed as the enquiry officer. He had not given any 
assurance not to punish the workman. He had conducted the enquiry in a fair 
manner. The workman was given an opportunity to defend himself but he was 
confident that he had won over the witnesses and expected to get himself acquit- 
ted, and he did nut take serious part in the enquiry and there was nothing impro- 
per in the procedure followed, The management nave denied that the witnesses 
had given evidence at the instance of the management and have contended that 
the witnesses who were the subordinates of the workman had boldly given evi- 
dence about his corruption. His past record also showed about his negligence and 
habitual breach of rules and standing instructions and the order of dismissal was 
proper and he was not entitled to any relief. 

10. Along with the statement of claim and the written statement both the 
parties had filed a number of annexures and copies of documents and correspon- 
dence and the reference was fixed for hearing on 7th February, 1968. With a 
view of prove the allegations ot victimization, unfair labour practice etc., the 
union had examined the workman lor showing the character of the enquiry 
officer Shpi Sirmukkadam and gave an application for permission to produce 
documents about the dismissal of Shri Sirmukkadam by the President of India 
and the decree passed against him. The next day 8th February, 1988, the manage- 
ment. examined the Personnel Officer Shri S. V. Kanade. Tney also wanted to 
consider the question about examining Shri Sirmukkadam as a witness in the 
case and hence the case was adjourned and the parties were given a long date 
for negotiating a settlement. On 13th March. 1908. when the dispute came up 
lor hearing again in the open court there was a discussion and as both the parties 
agreed to reopen the whole enquiry and ignore the findings of the domestic en- 
quiry as vitiated a consent order to that effect was passed and the reference was 
kept for full hearing on 15th May, 1908. 

11. But subsequently after five days Shri Sirmukkadam on behalf of the 

management made an application that they had not agreed to reopen the enquiry 
and there was some misunderstanding and the consent order should be set aside. 
This application was also kept for hearing along with the reference, But subse- 
quently the management preferred a writ petition against the order in the High 

Court of Bombay (Nagpur Bench) petition No. 750/68. This writ petiition was 
settled and decided on 11th Decemher, 1988, and their Lordships passed the follow- 
ing consent order: — 

“The Tribunal should first decide the application filed by the petitioners— 
the Baliarpur Collieries Co., on 18th March, 1968, for correctlnlg the 
consent order passed by the Tribunal on 13th March. 1968. In decid- 
ing the application the Tribunal may rely on its own knowledge of 

what had happened on 13th March, 1968, as well as the materials 

placed before it by both the sides.” 

After the receipt of the record the application dated 18th March, 1968, and the 
reference were fixed for hearing and after several adjoursments the application 
was decided and dismissed on i8th September, 1969. In fact the consent order 
dated 13th March. 1968. had been passed as both the parties had agreed to reopen 
the enquiry and the order was written by me in open Courl It was also read 
aloud In open court and the application of the management for correcting the 
same was rejected and the reference was heard. 

12. In support of their contentions regarding negligence and habitual breach 
of rule the management have examined the Head Clerk Shri Chaubal and for 
proving corruption they have in addition examined five mazdoovs and ba^e also 
■produced the cnnulry papers and other documents The workman has also ex- 
amined himself and produced a number of documents and the question is whether 
■rhe order of dismissal was justified. 
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13. Before eonsidernig the contentions about fairness of the enquiry obser- 
vance of the principles of natural justice and the merits about the misconducts, 
it is necessaiy to deal with the technical pleas raised by the employers, cahdeng- 
mg the validity of the reference and the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. In their 
lirst written statement dated 9th October, 1965, it was simply contended that the 
dispute concerned only the dismissal of a single workman and it was not an in- 
dustrial dispute but when the matter came up for hearing the employers by their 
application dated 17th September, 1969, raised additional contentions that the 
union that sponsored the dispute about the dismissal of the workman had no 
sufficient number of employees as members of the union, It had no representa- 
tive capacity and as it is not an industrial dispute, this Tribunal has no jurisdic- 
tion, In support of this contention the employers have along with the application 
produced a copy of the judgment in Ref. No, CGIT-1/1967 passed by tne Indus- 
trial Tribunal, Jabalpur and have further relied upon the ruling reported in 196a 
II LLJ page 723. 

14. By the application dated 17th September, 1969, it was further contended 
that the issue about the nature of the dispute and the jurisdiction of the Tribunal 
was going to the root of the matter and it should be decided as a preliminary 
issue and after its decision the reference should be heard on the merits. The- 
dispute was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication on 30th July 1965 and the 
record will show that the same has been pending and was required to be adjourn- 
ed for one reason or the other at the instance of the employers and being a very 
old reference it was decided that all the issues should be heard together and the 
question is whether it is an industrial dispute and this Tribunal has jurisdiction. 

15. I have already stated that the present dispute has been raised by the Maha- 
rashtra Colliery Workers’ Union, Baliarpur Dist. Chanda. This union was started 
in 1961 and Shri Hamid Khan was its member from the inception. The evidence 
of Hamid Khan clearly shows that this union was representing a large number of 
workers. Shrl Hamid Khan has stated; — 

“I was a member of the Maharashtra Colliery Workers' Union from the 
beginning i.e., 1961. I was not an olflce bearer. But I used to collect 
the subscription of the Union from the workers. I also used to re- 
present the grievances of the workers to the Union. Many wagon 
loaders were the members of this Union. There were disputes of the 
permanent workers about the minimum guaranteed payment. There 
was also dispute In respect ot supply of grains. There was dispute 
about the time of absence and about the cut in the wages. There 
was also dispute raised by the temporary loaders. There were about 
500 — 600 workers of the Ghugus Colliery who were the members of 
the Union.” 


16. It is also clear from the evidence of Shri Chaubal the Head CLerk of the 
management that the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union was functioning at 
Ghugus since 1961 and the workman concerned in the dispute Shri Hamid Khan 
was a member of this Union. Shii Chaubal has stated: — 

“I know that the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union bad started function- 
ing there in the year 196 1. I remember that this union had taken a 
morcha at Ghugus Colliery for grains. There was another union 
also by name Ghugus Colliery Workers’ Union. I am aware of the 
dispute raised and fought by the Maharashtra Colliery Workers' 
Union during those days. There was no dispute raised by the 
Ghugus Colliery workers before the Tribunal but there were 2 or 3 
before the Conciliation Officer. It is correct to say that the Maha- 
rashtra Colliery Workers’ Union had fought lot of disputes during 
those days. Those dlputes were in Tribunals and Courts also.” 

Though Shri Chaubal has denied knowledge about the union membership of all 
the wagon loaders he has stated:— 

“I remember that the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union had raised the 
dispute for increasing the number of permanent workers In the 
loading section and that they had succeeded.” 

The whole evidence shows that the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union was the 
only union that was functioning effectively. Shri Chaubal has no knowledge 
about the membership and there is no reason to disbelieve the evidence of Shri 
Hamid Khan and it proves that the majority of the workers were the members 
of this union. 
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17. It is significant to remember that alter their application dated 17th Sep- 
tember, 1989, the management had given notice to the union to produce their 
^registers and had also made an application dated 23rd September, 1989, by post to 
ims tribunal to direct the union to give them inspection of the registers contain- 
ing the list 01 members. According to the notice the union had produced the 
registers continuously during three hearings but the management did not take 
inspection. Shri Sirmukkadam wlio took over the conduct of the case from Shri 
Kumar on 14th November, 1989, tor cross-examining Hamid Khan inspected the 
registers before his evidence but did not raise any objection about the member- 
ship except the consolidated payment of subscription. This plea about represen- 
tative capacity was also raised subsequently about four years after the written state- 
ment. It is clearly an afterthought and I do not find any substance in the con- 
tentibn that the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union that had sponsored the 
dispute had no representative capacity. 

18. Shri Sirmukkadam had invited my attention to the copy of the judgment 
in Ref. No. CGiT 1/87. This was a dispute between the Baliarpur Colliery and 
the Maharashtra Colliery Wonters’ Union. The union had raised a dispute about 
the illegality of the dismissal of Dr. W. K. Maste, Medical Officer of the colliery 
and the management had contended that the union was not competent to espouse 
Lhe dispute. However, it ts clear from tne award that the learned Tribunal had 
.accepted the plea of the management about competency of the union as It was 
Reid that Dr. W. K. Maste was not a member of the Maharashtra Colliery Workers' 
Union before his dismissal. Tnis shows that there was no question about the re- 
presentative capacity of the union. On the contrary the management had ad- 
mitted that it was the only union functioning at about that time. In this judg- 
ment it has been observed In the discussion on issue No. l: 

“Similarly the question of recognition is wholly extraneous to the question 
of competency to sponsor Iho dispute. It has been admitted by Shri 
Arvind Mahadeo Rego (EW-1) Labour Welfare Officer of the Colliery 
that only this Union, the Maharashtra Colllerv Workers' Union is 
actively working in this colliery. That being so the union was compe- 
tent to sponsor the dispute Irrespective of the number of workers as 
members of the union and the fact whether it has been recognised 
or not.” 

These observations negative the contention raised by the management and the 
evidence clearly shows that the union had raised a number of disputes which 
were fought out before the Conciliation Officer as well as Tribunals and Courts 
and had the representative capacity. 

19. The ruling reported In 1988 II LLJ. p. 723 (Tirupalhi Colton Mills Ltd., 
and Labour Court, Guntur and another) also does not help the management as in 
this ruling it has been observed; — 

“It Is now well settled that an Individual dispute In order to be an indus- 
trial dispute must have the collective support from a considerable or 
substantial number of workmen in the establishment.” 

The number of disputes raised by this union clearly shows that it was actively 
functioning and had the representative capacity. The evidenre of Hamid Khan 
shows that It had the membership of 500/800 employees and it was competent to 
sponsor the dispute and this Tribunal will have jurisdiction. 

20. Shri Sirmukkadam has further contended that the dispute was in respect 
of the dismissal of a workman which is covered by schedule II of the Industrial 
Disputes Act and the reference to the Tribunal was incompetent. The Central 
Government should have made the reference to the Labour Court and not to the 
Tribunal and as such this Tribunal has no Jurisdiction. I do not find any sub- 
stance In this contention as it is clear from section 7A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act that the Tribunal has got jurisdiction In adjudicating the disputes relating 
to any matter specified In the second or third schedule. In this section it has 
been provided that the appropriate Government may by notification in the official 
gazette constitute one or more Industrial Tribunals for the adjudication of indus- 
trial disputes relating to any matter whether specified In the second schedule or 
the third schedule. It mav be that the Labour Court may have been invested 
with jurisdiction to adjudicate the matters specified in the second schedule but 
the Tribunals have also got jurisdiction to adjudlrate upon these matters In 
addition to the matters specified in the third schedule and the question of want 
of jurisdiction does not arise. 
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21. Shrl Sirmukkadam on behalf of the management has contended that before 
the order of dismissal of the workman the management had held a proper enquiry 
and the competent officer had passed the dismissal order, the procedure pres- 
cribed was followed and the dismissal being legal the workman is not entitled 
to any relief. It has been argued that the management had served the workman 
with a charge-sheet and had given him full idea about the charges to be met. 
The management had also appointed a competent person as enquiry officer. After 
the explanation of the workman notice was issued to him and the enquiry was 
held In his presence and he was given full opportunity to cross-examine the 
witnesses. The enquiry officer had accepted the evidence of the management and 
held that the management had proved all the charges against the workman. 
He had made a report. There was nothing unfair in the enquiry. The workman 
was given full opportunity and the reference should be dismissed, 

22. Shrl Sirmukkadam had also invited my attention to the observations of 
their Lordships of the Supreme Court reported in 1958 1 LLJ 260 (Indian Iron 
and Steel Co. Ltd., and its workman) in which it has been held: — - 

“Undoubtedly the management of a concern has power to direct Its own 
internal administration and discipline; bul the power is not unlimit- 
ed and when a dispute arises industrial tribunals have been giver, 
the power to see whether the termination of service of a workman 
is justified and to give appropriate relief. In cuses of dismissal on 
misconduct the Tribunal does not however act as a court of appeal 
substitute its own judgment for that of the management. It will 
interfere (i) when there is want of good faith (ii) when there is 
victimization or unfair labour practice (ill; when the management 
has been guilty of a basic error or violation of a principle of natural 
justice and (iv) when on the marterials the finding Is completely 
baseless or perverse.” 

It has been argued that there are no circumstances and no reason to justify an 
Interference in the order of dismissal and the reference should be thrown out. 

23. Dr. Kawadkar on behalf of the union has on the contrary contended that 
the workman was a member of the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union. He 
was an active member and was considered by the management a headache. He 
was not liked by them and they were after his dismissal. Whenever the Manager 
had written to the workman about some delay in the work and correspondence 
the workman had given proper replies and explained the situation and as there was 
no sufficient ground to remove him from service the management engineered the 
false complaints of corruption and held a nominal enquiry through Shrl Sirmuk- 
kadam who was a subordinate. The workman was not given any opportunity to 
prepare his defence. No proper procedure was followed. Principles of natural 
justice were not observed. The enquiry was unfair, biased and the order of dis- 
missal was illegal. 

24. However, this Is not an ordinary case of reference In which the Tribunal 
will be required to consider only the questions about the fairness of the enquiry 
and a prima lac if case about the charges levelled against the workman- But both 
the parties have led evidence In respect of their contentions and I shall first dis- 
cuss the evidence and circumstances about defects in the enquiry and the pro- 
cedure to determine whether there are good grounds for Interference in the order 
of dismissal. 


25. The union has contended that the whole enquiry was a mere farce. It 
was a planned, hurried and hasty action of the management. The workman 
was not given any chance even to think and consult and to produce any evidence 
to meet the charges against him. It is not in dispute that, the workman was serv- 
ed with a copy of the charge-sheet on 12th January, 1965, and it might be 
presumed that the workman came to know the allegations against him. However 
it is dear from the charge-sheet that it is a long document, covering a number 
of instances of misconducts from the year 1958. It runs into five pages and 
makes mention about more than 59 letters. It is an admitted fact that during the 
course of his service the workman had received the various letters from the year 
1958 as reflected in the charges and had given replies. However, these various 
letters referred to in the charge-sheet were not furnished to the workman along 
with the charge-sheet and it is too much to presume that he will be able to 
recollect 6 all the instances in the letters and give explanations to them within a 
period of 48 hours In the chargesheet there is a specific direction that he was 
to show cause within 48 hours of the receipt of the charge-sheet and no extern 
sion of time for reply would be given and accordingly the workman had ghen 
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his explanation within 48 hours on the 14th January 1965 
tl J e ^ a i rl0US ltems in the charge-sheet I do not think that 
of 48 hours was sufficient to give a reply 


However, considering 
in this case the time 


■ I l 1E J alle J ed by , th L e umon that Shn Sirmukkadam was working as a clerk 
m the head office and he was also a labour officer and was representing the 
management in the various disputes, lie was styling himself to be the Deputy 
Personnel Officer and the enquiry should not, nave been entrusted to such a 
person. Leaving aside for a while the question about his fitness as enquiry offi- 
cer it appears that Shri Sirmukkadam had come from Nagpur to Ghugus before 
2 or 3 days. He is referred by the witnesses as Nagpurwalla Saheb. After the 
workman submitted his explanation on the 14th January, 1965, the Manager 
appointed Shri Sirmukkadam as an enquiry officer on the same day. The same 
day the Manager issued a notice to Shri Hamid Khan to attend the enquiry to 
be held by Shri Sirmukkadam the same day at 3 p.m. and the workman had to 
appear. Shri Sirmukkadam held the enquiry on the same day in the Bhugus 
dak bungalow examined the Head Clerk Shri Chaubal and seven other wit- 
nesses and the workman the same evening. He also considered the whole evid- 
ence and gave his findings in four typed pages and submitted them to the Mana- 
ger the same day evening or night and the next morning on the 15th the work- 
man was dismissed. Thus considering all the stages of tne enquiry having taken 
place on the same day I do not think that the workman was given any fair 
opportunity to meet his case. 


27. The union had while referring the dispute to the Conciliation Officer- 
stated: — 

‘'A longest of the nature in the history of the charge-sheets of the Ghugus 
Colliery he was issued a charge-shecl of 5 pages on 12th January, 
1&65, without giving him reasonable time to answer the same. The 
remarks in the list itself speak of predetermination of the manage- 
ment to inflict harder punishment which proved correct after receipt 
of dismissal order. The charge sheet as per instructions was answer- 
ed by him on 14th January, 1965. On the same date he was asked 
to appear before the enquiry officer Shri J. D. Sirmukkadam for 
departmental enquiry in noon hours. He was issued a dismissal 
order on 15th January, 1965. As such (i) the fast and hasty action 

(ii) not giving the worker the chance to think or consult (iii) not 

allowing him to produce the witnesses in his favour (iv) not hand- 

ing him over a copy of his and witnesses statements though demand- 
ed for and (v) not recording his and witnesses statements correctly — 
all these actions speak of unfair, victimized and intentional action 
on the part of the management in case of an Old poor, sincere and 
hard woiker.” 

The facts mentioned are borne by record. 1 have already discussed the length 
of the charge-sheet and the number of letters referred to in it. It is surprising 
that the manager should direct the workman to attend the enquiry the same day. 

He had given his explanation and it shall have to be held that what was given 

to the workman was not an opportunity. It has been held in the ruling reported 
in 1962 II LLJ 482 rRangarajan (S) and Srirangam Janopakara Bank Ltd., and 
another] of the Madras High Court that — 

“a reasonable opportunity means not only framing of charges and asking 
for explanation but much more. The employee must be apprised of 
the material on which the charges were framed so that he could 
have a proper opportunity of testing or challenging that material so 
far as would be possible for him. Further the employee was called 
upon in the forenoon to attend the domestic enquiry in the same 
evening. This was too brief a time to enable the employee to pre- 
pare himself for his defence. In the circumstances the order of the 
appellate authority upholding the discharge of the employee from 
service was quashed.” 


The facts in the above ruling are similar to the facts in the present enquiry and 
it shall have to be held that the time granted to the workman was too short to 
enable him to prepare his defence and It shall have to be held that no opportu- 
nity has been given to the workman In the enquiry, 

28. Leaving aside this Indecent haste committed by the management m the 
enquiry 1 do not think that they had also reasonably complied with the require- 
ments of their own standing orders. It is not in dispute that when a workman 
has to be dismissed the Manager has to secure approval of the higher authority 
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pendent enquiry. In Standing Order 33 U has Len ^rovidedt^ £ePB1 ’ ate mde ' 

“No orders of punishment bv way of suspension dismissal or fine shall he 
made unless the worker concerned is informed In writing of the 
alleged misconduct and is given an opportunity to explain the cir- 
cumstances alleged against him. The approval of the owner /Secre- 
tary/ Agent/Supermtendmg Engineer or Personnel Officer of the 
company is required in every case of dismissal and when circums- 
tances appear to warrant it, that officer shall Institute separate inde- 
pendent enquiries before dealing with the charges against a worker." 

r u h -fn ,„ a ' ri Tm y „ 0bSe r' e l ^ at th t e enquiry officer started the enquiry on the 14th 
3 P-™, fiuv f Jjs findings that very evening or night and the workman was 

dismissed the next day. It has come in evidence and is also not in dispute that 
the Ghugus colliery is situated in the forest area of Chanda District and it is 
clear from the evidence that even letters sent by post require four or five days 
to reach Nagpur; and the management’s contention that after the enquiry report 
was typed and signed by the Enquiry Officer and received by the Manager on the 
14th night he sent it to Nagpur and the Personnel Officer after going through 
it applied his mind properly and granted approval the next day does not stand 
to reason. 


2£>. The management has tried to substantiate their case by examining Shri 
S. V. Kanade who has stated that he did not know how the papers were receiv- 
ed but he found them on his table cn the 15th. He has stated: — 

“I have personally no knowledge how the papers were brought but they 
were on my table. Letters from Ghugus are received in four to five 
days depending upon postal efficiency.” 


Shri Kanade has stated that he went through the papers and passed the letter 
No. 366, dated 15th January, 1965, conveying his approval ofi the same day. 
Considering the volume of the documents and the work Involved in the enquiry 
I do not think that the contention of the management that Shri Kanade had 
applied his mind and granted approval can be accepted. It may be a formal 
affair that the Manager might have phoned the Personnel Officer and the papers 
must have been prepared and submitted subsequently. 


30. It is not in dispute that the office, of the Ghugus colliery works from 8 to 
12 a.m. and from 2 to 5 p.m. It is not likely that the enquiry officer would be 
able to write his findings in typed four pages and submit it to the Manager and 
the Manager taking action and corresponding with the Personnel Officer. In all 
this haste I do not think that the Personnel Officer had applied his mind properly 
to the record before granting approval and it shall have to be held that the provi- 
sion of standing order 23 have not been complied with, and even if the case of 
the management that the papers were sent to the Personnel Officer before the 
order is accepted to be true the circumstances were such that the Personnel 
Officer ought to have thought of holding u separate independent enquiry espe- 
cially when the concerned workman had a standing of 35 years service m the 
colliery He had a good record and the whole affair was finished by the Manager 
within 2 days. Having been dismissed the same day the coni entions of the 
union that, the workman was not given a copy of the findings and he had no 
opportunity to show cause why the punishment of dismissal should notbcinflicT 
efi uoon him also appear to be correct and it shall have to be held that the 
domestic enquiry held was defective. The workman was not given a reasonable 
opportunity to meet the case, 

ai This inference will be further corroborated from the circumstance that 
,, u?£fh in thp rharee-sheet the management had made reference to various letters 
the comnla nt the copies were not furnished to him at the time of the charge- 
!heet The n ^argVshcet ^contains one misconduct regarding corruption and m the 
charge-sheet it has been observed:— 

under Vou. These are very serious allegations against you. 

The management had not even sent a cbp> med^him^he'^ames \>f the signa- 

a Mn, I. »«» be*„ 
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observed in the ruling reported in 1963 II LLJ 392 (Meenglas Tea Estate and ils 
workmen) in which Justice HidayatuJ.'ah has observed:— 

“It is an elementary principle that a person who is required to answer a 
charge must know not only the accusation but also the testimony by 
which the accusation is supported ” 

and as the workman had no knowledge about either the contents of the complaint 
or the persons who were going to testify thereto it is difficult to hold that the 
management had given full opportunity to the workman to meet the charges 
levelled against him. 


32. Dr. Kawadkar has further contended that the enquiry officer Shri Sirmuk- 
a P r0p f; P? rson to act as judge in these proceedings. He has 
alleged that Shri Sirmukkadam was working as a labour officer in this collier v 
He was also representing the management in various disputes raised by the union 
He had joined hands with the Ghugus management and being a subordinate offi- 
cer he could not go against the manager of the company. He had also given false 
assurances to the workman on the 12th January, 1965, when Shri Hamid Khan 
had received the charge-sheet and he was interested and biassed Dr. Kawadkar 
had also sought to prove the order of the President of India against Shri Sirmuk- 
kadam summarily dismissing him under clause (2) of Article 311 of the Constitu- 
tion and has further argued that Shri Sirmukkadam was in league with the 
management that had determined to remove Shri Hamid Khan from service and 
he was not a fit person. It has been further urged that the Tribunal should take 


notice of the conduct of Shri Sirmukkadam after giving a word to the Tribunal 
about the reopening of the case had subsequently resiled and the findings given by 
such person should not be considered. 


33 , ; T „ he u ™° n has produced a copy of the order by which Shri Sirmukkadam 
was dismissed by the President of India. It has also produced certain other docu- 
ments but I do not think it necessary to enter into a discussion about the past 
conduct of Shri Sirmukkadam. But it shall have to be observed that when the 
evidence in this case was heard for two days from 7th February, 1968 to Bth Febru- 
ary, 1968 and the matter was adjourned for negotiations and was fixed and taken 
up on 13th March, 1968, there was a discussion and on that day as both the parties 
had agreed to reopen the whole enquiry I had passed a consent order. But subse- 
quently Shri Sirmukkadam had given an application on 18th March, 1968, con- 
tending that he had not agreed and that there was some misunderstanding. It 
is significant to remember that the union had given an application lor the produc- 
tion of the documents about the order of dismissal of Shri Sirmukkadam and the 
decree passed against him. The management wanted to examine him as witness. 


He would be cross-examined and during the discussion on 13th March, 1968, when 
the Tribunal observed that if the enquiry was not proper the Tribunal had juris- 
diction to reopen the enquiry Shri Sirmukkadam had agreed to reopen. It is 
significant to remember that by their application, dated 8th March. 1966, wnen 
they had requested the Tribunal to consider the preliminary question about the 
fairness of the enquiry they had in the alternative contended that they wanted to 
lead additional evidence before this Tribunal if the finding on the preliminary 
issues were against them and in fact it was agreed on behalf of the management 
to reopen the enquiry. But later the management resiled from agreement to re- 
open the enquiry. However, I do not think that this circumstance will be suffi- 
cient to hold that Shri Sirmukkadam was not a fit person to hold the domestic 


enquiry against the workman. 


34. It has been argued on behalf of the union that during the course of the 
domestic enquiry Shri Sirmukkadam though a judge himself acted as a prosecutor. 
Shri Chaubal who was representing the management did not examine the wit- 
nesses but it was the enquiry officer who put questions to the witnesses against 
the workman and this shows that he was interested. It appears from the evid- 
ence of Shri Chaubal that he was representing the management in the enquiry and 
Shri Sirmukkadam has specifically stated in the enquiry papers that Shri Y. N. 
Chaubal, Head Clerk was representing the management, Shri Chaubal has been 
examined before me and he has admitted that he was representing the manage- 
ment. He did not examine any witness and it is also clear from the evidence of 
the other witnesses that it was the enquiry officer Shri Sirmukkadam who put 
questions and examined the witnesses and it may give an Idea that the enquiry 
officer had done the work of the prosecutor. However, the domestic enquiry 1? 
not a criminal trial and the mere fact that the enquiry office put questions to the 
witnesses instead of the representative of the management will not render the 
enquiry illegal or Improper, It mav at the most show a special interest taken by 
the enquiry officer and will not vitiate the same. 
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35. Dr. Kawadkar has argued that Shri Sirmukkadam was in Ihe employ of 
the company. He had also worked as a labour officer of the Ghugus colliery and 
when he acted as Assistant to the Personnel Officer he was representing the man- 
agement in conciliation proceedings and court cases and was interested. It has 
been further argued that Shri Sirmukkadam has not also recorded the presence of 
the Manager, that the manager Shri Athavale was personally present at the time 
of the evidence of the witnesses in the hall of the dak bungalow but the enquiry 
officer has purposely omitted his name from the persons present and this also 
shows that he had no bona fldes. 

36. It is true that Shri Sirmukkadam was working as a labour officer in the 
Ghugus colliery and it is also not in dispute that he was representing the manage- 
ment in conciliation cases. It is clear from the exhibit W-9 record of the concilia- 
tion proceedings dated 23rd September, 1963 that Shri Sirmukkadam was repre- 
senting the management before the Conciliation Officer Shri B. D. Sharma and 
has signed the conciliation proceedings and it would have been proper had the 
management appointed somebody else to hold the enquiry. It is clear from the 
evidence of the five witnesses that the Manager of the Ghugus colliery Shri Atna- 
vale was himself present in the dak bungalow when the enquiry was held. Wit- 
ness EW-5 (Misal Bhanayya) in his evidence has stated:-— 

“There were for the enquiry the Manager Shri Athavale, Labour Officer 
Ghosal, Shri Chaubal and Shri Sirmukkadam.” 

Shri Athavale was present and the enquiry officer should have stated that the 
management was represented by the Manager Shri Athavale instead of Shri Chau- 
bal and there is much substance in the contention of the union that the omission 
on the part of the enquiry officer to state the presence of the Manager during the 
enquiry is very significant. 

37. It is argued that the presence of the Manager Shri Athavale has been 
purposely omitted to show that the witnesses were not influenced and the enquiry 
officer was not biased. 1 have already stated that Shri Kawadkar has mention- 
ed that Shri Sirmukkadam was the representative of the management and the 
circumstance that he omitted to mention the name of the Manager shows that he 
has purposely dropped the presence of the Manager from the enquiry and gives 
rise to suspicious about the bona fides of Ihe enquiry officer. Leaving aside these 
circumstances about the conduct of the enquiry I am inclined to accept the con- 
tention of the union that the enquiry officer had finished the enquiry hastily with- 
out applying his mind to the allegations or considering the evidence and the 
management had pre-planned to remove Shri Hamid Khan from service and the 
enquiry officer was a tool in the hands of the management. 

38. Dr. Kawadkar has invited my attention to the findings of the enquiry offi- 
cer. The management has produced all the enquiry papers in one file of 43 papers- 
This file does not contain any of the letters mentioned in the charge-sheet and it 
is clear that the various letters on which the charges were based were not even 
before the enquiry officer while In the findings the enquiry officer has tried to 
suggest that all the documents were before him. He has observed: — 

“It is evident from the dates of the letters and reminders issued to Shri A. 
Hanjldkhan as well as the dated acknowledgement of these letters 
personally verified by me that Shri A. Hamid Khan has not taken any 
cognisance of these letters and reminders for more than last seven 
years to Improve his method nor had he furnished any explanation.." 

The suggestion on behalf of the management that the documents must have been 
produced does not stand to reason and cannot be believed- It is clear from the 
application in this Tribunal on 1st February, 1966 that the enquiry proceedings 
consisted of only 43 pages referred to in the file- In the application it has been 
stated : — 

“We are enclosing herewith complete file of the domestic enquiry proceed- 
ings against Shri Hamid Khan as per list enclosed.” 

This clearly shows that the documents referred to In the chargesheet were not 
before the enquiry officer and the circumstance that he has made a reference to 
them shows that he might have seen them after the enquiry. Thus he has relied 
on documents which were not a part of the enquiry or the statement made is 
incorrect and it shall have to be held that the procedure followed was not proper. 

39. It has been argued by Dr. Kawadkar that the workman was an active 
trade union worker and the management wanted to remove him because of union 
activities. In the beginning before the year 1960 he was a member of the 
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h,°ii iery i Mazdoor Sangn. His brother Ibrahim Khan was tne Secreiarv nr 

Inat union and auer his uemise the Maharashtra Colliery Workers' Union ^was 
iormed. Ur, Kawadxar was the Secretary ana since its inception Shn manna 
Khan was an active member and hence he was an eye sore to the management 
and Ihey tried to remove him irom service serving him with charge-sheeis and 
theie are no bon a /ides on their part. 8 sneeis and 


40. It is not in dispute that the brother of Shri Hamid Khan wa s the Secretary 
the t -° lller y Mazdoor Seva Sangh beiore I960 and after his demise the new 
Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union was formed in the year 1061 i nave 
£ Quoted the evidence of Shri Chaubal who ha s stated that the workman 
Harmd Khan is a member of the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union and there 
were a number of disputes raised by this union. It Is further clear from the 
evidence that the Maharashtra Colliery Workers’ Union had taken the case of 
the wagon loaders and had succeeded and there is no reason to disbelieve the 
evidence of Shri Hamid Khan who was the loading clerk that he wa s an active 
member of the union and it is not unlikely that the management had not liked 
his activities. 


41- The evidence shows that in his long service of 35 years there was no 
disciplinary action against him. It was during the last period of a year and 
a half the management had taken three disciplinary actions against this workman. 
In the first two cases he was charged for the misconducts of habitual negligence 
and neglect of work, pending letters etc., and in the third he was charged for 
causing monetary loss to the company for extra employment of wagon loaders. 
The circumstance that within such a short period the workman is being charge- 
sheeted thrice supports the contention that the management is after the workman 
and there appears to be much substance in the union’s contention that the workman 
was an eye sore. This reference will be further corroborated from the circumstance 
that the management had in the month of December 1964 tried to remove this 
workman from service on the ground of superannuation. The management got 
him examined by the colliery doctor and he certified that the workman was not 
fit to work as a weight clerk. He has further in the certificate dated 3rd December, 
1964 stated Rbout his senile debility and eyesight. The doctor is not examined 
and I am unable to agree with the certificate. The workman was examined 
before me twice — once ip 1968 and the second In 1969. He was cross-examined at 
great length- He could read even the paragraphs from the law reporters. He 
attended the enquiry coming all along from Nagpur and I find much substance 
in the union's contention that the certificate does not represent the true state 
of his health. 

42. After the examination by the colliery doctor the management sent him 10 
the Civil Surgeon, Chanda. Exhibit W-15 Is a letter dated 7th December, 1964 
by the Manager in which he has observed : — 

"Since we have obsreved that you are unfit tc carry out your duties and 
also you are above 60 years of age, you are hereby required to 
produce at your own cost, a certificate from the Civil Surgeon, Chanda, 
regarding your physical fitness.” 

It is clear from the written statement of the management that according to tneir 
record Shri Hamid Khan was 57 years of age- They have stated : 

“It is admitted that according to the registers of the company tne age or 
Shri A. Hamid Khan is 57 years. It is, however, denied that his 
actual age is 57 years.” 


It is not in dispute that according to the award in Ref. No. 1 of 1967 the age of 
superannuation was revised and the standing orders were amended and the super- 
annuation age is 60, and when the record of the company showed that Shri Hamid 
Khan was 57 years of age it was for the management to prove that he was 60- 
They have not produced the report of the Civil Surgeon, Chanda and this showa 
that the report was unfavourable to the management and he was physically fit 
and this is clearly an attempt on the part of the management to remove mm 
from service. 

43 'Rpeardinv the charge of corruption and the domestic enquiry Dr. Kawadkar 
has 4 argued feat It was significant to note that Shri Athavale the Manager wrote 
the letter exhibit W-15 asking the workman to produce evidence of age and it is 
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duty will not be sufficient to remove Shri Hamid Khan and hence they deliberately 
got a complaint of corruption and engineering the whole affair produced witnesses 
and the farce of the enquiry. All the charge are false and the order is illegal. 

44. I have already observed that by the consent order dated 13th March, L968 

the enquiry was reopened and both the parties were permitted to lead evidence 
to support their contentions about the misconducts and accordingly the manage- 
ment had examined the Head Clerk and five witnesses and the union has examined 
the workman Shri Hamid Khan. I have found that the workman was not given 

a real opportunity to meet the case against him and the enquiry is defective and 

in view of the evidence the scope of the enquiry has been "enlarged. It has been 

held in the ruling reported in 1963 II LLJ 452 (Khardah and Company Limited, 

and its workmen) : — 

“It is well settled that if the enquiry is held to be unfair the employer can 
lead evidence before the tribunal and justify his action but In such 
case the question as to whether the dismissal of the employee H 
justilled or not would be open before the Tribunal and the Tribunal 
will consider the merits of the dispute and come to its own conclusion 
without having any regard for the view taken by the management in 

dismissing the employees- If the enquiry is good and the conduct 

of the management is not inula fide or vindictive, them the tribunal 

would not try to examine the merits of the finding as though It was 

sitting in appeal over the conclusions of the enquiry officer-” 

As the enquiry has been reopened I shall discuss the evidence led by parties- 
The workman was charged in all for live misconducts : — 

21(1) In-subordlnatlon, or disobedience, whether alone or in combination 

with another or other of any lav.ful or reasonable order of 

and the enquiry officer held him guilty of all the charges. In the dismissal order 
dated 19th January, 1965 the Manager Shri Athavale has written to the workman : — 

“ You have been found guilty of the following misconduct under the 

Standing Orders: — 

S.O. 21(1) In-subordinatlon or disobedience whether alone or in combina- 
tion with another or others or any lawful or reasonable order of 
a superior. 

SO. 21(3) Taking or given brihes or any illegal gratification whatsoever. 

S.O. 21(17) Habitual negligence or neglect of work. 

S.O. 21(21) Acceptance of gifts from subordinate workmen and/or illegal 
gratification from anyone- 

S.O. 21(27) Habitual breach of any rules, regulations or standing instruc- 
tions of the Manager. 

As a result of the findings of the Enquiry we have been directed to dismiss 
you with immediate effect. You are hereby dismissed forthwith ” 

45. From this letter It Is clear that the enquiry officer has held that ail the 
charges levelled against the workman were proved against him. In all these 
charges the charge about taking of bribes and Illegal gratification Is the most 
serious charge and the enquiry officer has also first discussed the evidence about 
this charge and I shall also deal with the evidence about it. 

46. The Head Clerk Shri Chaubal has no personal knowledge about bribes or 
illegal gratification and has merely stated that the management received the 
complaint application and in support of their case about corruption the manage- 
ment has examined five witnesses (1) Shri Damodar Chintaman (2) Shri Agdarl 
Mallaya (3) Shri Anandrao Sakaram (4) Shri Misal Bhanayya and (5) Shri Raghav 
Sambha, and these five witnesses have stated that they were temporary wagon 
loaders working in the Ghugus Colliery. Shri Hamid Khan was the weight clerk- 
They have stated in their cxamination-ln-chief that they could get work only 
when Shri Hamid Khan was paid and each of them was giving Re- 1/- and thus 
the five persons in the ,t?ang were giving him Ha 5/-. They have further stated 
that the money was paid wrapped in paper and that they had given the complaint 
-exhibit E-l against him and the question is whether the evidence of these witnesses 
should he believed. 

47- All these five witnesses arc illiterate and Ignorant villagers working in the 
colliery and appear to have been brought to give a set story about the acceptance 
of the bribe. The charges made are very vague and can easily be made again.! 
any weight clerk. These witnesses appear to have been tutored a few facts ana 
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nnl i L T the e f vl l ence of Shri C'haubal himself that this was the first and 
only complaint against the workman, Shri Chaubal has stated: — 

'The application about corruption by Shri Hamid Khan about which I have 
slated in exainmation-in-chieJ was the first complaint received against 
Hamid Khan about his corruption.” a against 


w a ,L a „i? H lready f Stated h0 *' * he management had taken disciplinary proceedings 
foi negligence etc., against the workman during the period of a year and a half: 
and had the story about the bribe money being given wrapped in paper been true- 
the management would not have failed to get the workman trapped with the help 
ot the police and these circumstances are clearly inconsistent with the case of 
me management that the workman was taking bribes and harassing the workers. 


, fu‘ I}- * s s ^fi n ^6cant to remember that all the witnesses were temporary workers 
at the time that Hamid Khan was the weight clerk and a short time after the 
enquiry they were made permanent. It is also clear from the statements made 
by them on oath that they are interested in giving evidence against the workman 
and that they have been paid by the management. Shri Raghav Sambha EW-6 
has stated : — 


“All the witnesses were temporary before the dismissal Of Hamid Babu and 
they were made permanent after his dismissal. Each of the witness 
is given Rs. 175/- for expenses for going to Bombay for evidence this 
time, Last time each of us was paid Rs. 150/- for going to Bombay 
for evidence- We have not given any application for advance.” 

The very fact that the management has paid such big amounts to these ignorant 
and illiterate villages is sufficient to discharge their evidence totally. Witness 
Anandrao Sakharam EW-5 has admitted the receipt of an amount of Rs. 150/- 
to Rs. 175/- but has stated that he had come to Bombay in this case and had 
spent his own money and taken advance from the company- He further stated. 
that he had attended the Court because he had received the summons for the case- 
in fact no summons has been issued and these statements show that the witnesses 
being ignorant can be persuaded to make any statement and have no regard for 
truth, 

49. The inconsistent statements made by these witnesses in respect of the 
complaint application also support the union’s case that the management had 
obtained the complaint against the workman. 


50. The complaint exhibit E-l is subscribed by 50 workmen out of whom 4(5 
have put their thumb impressions and the first four appear to have signed their 
names. A look at this document will show that somebody has written the com- 
plaint application and the same person has written down the names of about 48 
signatories and subsequently thumb Impressions are made in front of each of the 
names. The management has not examined either the person who has written 
this application or any signatory out of the lour. I have already observed that 
all the five witnesses are illiterate. Still all of them have stated that this applica- 
tion was written by Sadashiv Ganpat who was wagon loader working with them 
and it is clear from the evidence of Shri Misal that Sadashiv Ganpat is still in 
service with the company and it Is not known why he was rot examined. Some 
of the witnesses have stated that the complaint was written by Sadashiv when 
they were in the siding and all the 40 — 50 persons were present- However. EW-l! 
has stated that the complaint was written in the night in the light of a chiragi 
lamp and the thumb impressions were taken at that lime- This witness has 
further stated that some of the thumb Impressions were made out of the chiragi 
lamp soot instead of ink. The witness Damodar has stated that the complaint 
was written in the Ghugus bungalow In the presence of Nagpurwalla Sahib and 
these contradictory statements clearly show that these ignorant witnesses did not 
know anything about the complaint. Tliev are not also able to show that they have 
made the thumb impressions- It will not be possible to identify which particular 
thumb impression was made bv them and the thumb impressions appear to he 
taken by the same ink and the evidence clearly shows that the witnesses are 
ignorant about the writing of the conplaint. 

51. I have already stated that according to the witnesses’ statement the com- 
plaint is written bv Sadashiv Ganpat. ^ho complaint application exhibit E-l 
is written in Marathi- There are also English words '‘permanent” “temporary” 
on the first page of the letter as also the words “P.T O. From the evidence of 
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f f a TA ha +u U . iS cleai i that Sadaiih iv Ganpat does not know English. He has 
considering' vernacular he has studied upto third standard am! 
considering the good handwriting in the complaint application it is difficult to 

?wnr Pt ih? 6 ® vlde t nce that ** is written by Sadashiv Ganpat. The complaint also 
dears- the signature oi Sadashiv Ganpat which supports the evidence ol the 

r;tf S .l hat had studled , onl y uPto third standard and it is difficult to bejitve 

IV L mphmH v W al!!, en J,l 7e coplaint It appears that the complaint has been wru.cn 
uy somebody else and some persons have made thumb impressions on it. 


52. The evidence about the circumstances as to how the management came in 
E^ e !?i° n , i hls com ,P laint is siso very slgniilcant and telling. The Head Clerk 
hhri Chaubal has made inconsistent statements in respect of this complaint. He 
has stated once that the Manager had received an application signed by 50 workers 
against him (the workman) regarding his demanding money. Bui in his cross- 
examination he ha3 stated that he himself received an application dated 12th 
October, 1904 but he did not remember the date on which it was received, and 
he himseli put up that application to the Manager, in his reply to the Court’s 
question he has stated 


“It (the complaint application) was sept to the Manager. Ghugus by our 
Head Office at Nagpur ” 


As regards the evidence of the alleged subscribers of this complaint, the witnesses 
have stated that after the written complaint application was written it was handed 
over 1 o the Manager at the Ghugus Colliery. Witness Damodar Chintaman EW-2 
is definite that they had not sent the complaint application for bribe by post but 
was written in the Ghugus bungalow and was handed over to the Manager- Shri 
Anandrao Sakaram EW-4 has stated : — 

“The complaint was written by Shri Sadashiv Ganpat. This complaint was 
handed over to Shri Athavale." 


These contradictory statements regarding mateiial particulars in my opinion 
■clearly show that the witnesses are telling a false story and the manager must 
have managed to get the complaint application. 


53. It is true that the incident took place before about five years and the 
witnesses are Ignorant, However, making every allowance for the circumstances 
there is absolutely no reason why there should be contradictory statements about 
the writing of the complaint and signing it- Hart the complaint been received by 
the Head Office it would have definitely borne the Head Office seal or endorsement 
or there would nave been a covering letter when forwarding it to the Ghugus 
Colliery and this also supports the union’s contention that the management at 
Ghugus engineered it and obtained It deliberately. I have already discussed the 
evidence of the live witnesses. They have absolutely no regard for truth. It 
appears that they have given evidence because of the influence of the management. 
They were temporary loaders and were made permanent subsequently. They are 
also given money by' the managemnet to come to Bombay for giving evidnece and 
their evidence does not deserve any considreaiion. Considering the circumstances 
and reading between the lines It supports the union’s contentions that the manage- 
ment obtained the complaint with a view to charge the workman with a serious 
and grave ollcnce to justify their intended action of dismissal. 


54. I do not think it necessary to discuss the evidence about the other charges 
levelled against the workman in detail. The workman was charged for the offence 
of habitual negligence and neglect of work and habitual breach of rules. The 
workman has admitted in his evidence before me that he had received the various 
letters in respect of delay but h c has further staged that he had given replies to 
every letter and had explained the circumstances how the work was heavy and 
the staff inadequate. It is clear from his evidence that at Ghugus Colliery there 
are two railway sidings for wagons and the distance between the two sidings is 
about a mile. Though" the management has denied the large volume of work tor 
the weigh Clerk at this eolliery and Shri Chaubal has given the number of wagons 
nt 20 or 25 per day it is clear from th.e other evidence that the turnover of wagons 
in both sidings was about 38 to 40 per d*y. Some wagons were open some were 
closed The open wagons were filled below the tippler while the closed wagons 
were to be filled In by bringing the coal Hem the stocks. was supply- 
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the weigh clerk had to give the loading work of both the open and the closed 
wagons to the loaders and had to supervise the work of loading. 

66. Shri Hamid Khan had to attend to the work of loading on both the sidings. 
Sometimes there were short supply of wagons and sometimes there were sick 
wagons and he was required to take instructions from the Manager. He was re- 
quired to do the work of preparing consignments invoices monthly returns. He 
was aJso required to attend to the Court work. He was also required to do the work 
of distribution of R|Rs of the wagons. It was also his duty to approach the rail- 
way authorities in all respects anil was required to do office correspondence, cost 
sheet and weighment return. He was required to supervise the supp'y of coal 
to the workers and he has stated that for doing aJI these duties he was required 
to do work for about 13 to 14 hours a day. 

56. The letters written by Shri Hamid Khan in reply to the letters of the 
Manager also support the evidence of Shri Hamid Khan that the workload expect- 
ed of him was too heavy for him and his staff and the delay caused in correspon- 
dence cannot be attributed to negligence. It is significant to remember that Shri 
Hamid Khan had twice or thrice made a complaint to the management to give 
him additional hands but no attention has been paid to his complaints. On the 
contrary the clerk who was given to help him was taken away. It is e’ear from 
the evidence of Shri Chaubal that in the Ballorpur Colliery the staff for wagon 
loading consists of inspectors, wagon supervisors, shell pickers and wagon pushers. 
Shri Hamid Khan has stated in his evidence: — 

“There was neither any chaprasi or peon to help me. I had no coal inspec- 
tors, no wagon supervisors, no shill pickers. The shell pickers do the 
work of removing stones, shel’s, earth lumps etc.” 

However, it is clear from the evidence that in the Ballarpur Colliery there was 
an inspector, three assistant inspectors, two clerks, shell pickers, coal inspectors 
and wagon pushers and chowkidars and considering the evidence there is much 
substance in the contention that at Ghugus Colliery the staff for the loading 
department was not adequate. The clerks Shende and Gulab were helping him 
in the office work and supervision work and for the mistakes committed by the 
clerks Shri Hamid Khan was held responsible and had received the letters from 
the Manager. The clerks were never charge-sheeted nor any action was taken 
against them. 

57. I have already observed that the first charge-sheet against the workman is 
dated 26th October 1962. It appears from the record that at that time he was 
charged for habitual negligence of work and neglect of duty. Had the manage- 
ment in fact really considered him to have been negligent in the discharge of his 
duties from 1958 I do not think that they wou'd have failed to charge him for 
those acts of negligence in the first charge-sheet. Shri Sirmukkadam has argued 
that the workman has admitted the charge of neglect and habitual negligence and 
the management has established that misconduct in that respect. 1 do not think 
that the statements of the workmen amount to admission of guilt of habitual 
negligence. The mere fact that he admits the delay does not mean that he admits 
the charge and he has explained the cause of the delay. Th" enquiry report of 
Shri Sirmukkadam itself shows that he has not at all considered the defence of 
the workman. He has a 'so not even referred to the defence theory and I do not 
think that it could he held that the workmen has committed the misconduct of 
habitual negligence and habitual breach of rules and regulations. 

58 Dr. Kawadkar has argued hat Shri Hamid Khan was a coirmetent worker 
and had satisfied his superiors and also obtained certificates from them about his 
work and it is only after 1960 or so till 1961 when he took active part in the union 
activities his relations with the management were strained and the Manager 
started writing to him insuring letters. A'ornj with the written statement of 
claim the union has produce ! annexures 1 to 6 which speak about the satisfactory 
work of the workman. It will appear from these annexures pertaining to the 
period 1948 to 1956 thaj. the management was pleased with the work of Shri 
Hamid Khan. In the endorsement bv the Manager of the Colliery below the 
application of Shri Hamid Khan annexure 3 the Manager has stated that his work 
was satisfactory. Similarly below his application for grade and increment Shri 
Chaubal has in his endorsement dated 3rd June 1952 stated that he has pleasure 
in bearing testimony to the work and conduct of Shri Hamid Khan and that his 
case deserved greatest consideration. In a letter W-6 dated 9th June 1952 to the 
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Superintending Engineer Shrl J. N. Singh, Manager of the Ghugus Colliery has 
stated: — 

“Uptil now it has been a case of justice too much delayed but certainly we- 
should not make it as justice denied. About his work etc., I have to 
say that not only he knows and does his job (which by the way is a 
combination of so many such as weigh clerk, loading supervisor, 
railway liaison etc., well and toour entire satisfaction but he is also 
our railway expert when it comes to dealing with railway staff re- 
garding various types of wagons and their peculiar restrictions and 
then he is a hard nut to crack.” 

S ; mi arly in the confidential letter dated 24th October 1966 exhibit W-7 Shri R. T. 
Desbmukh the Manager of the Ghugus Colliery has stated: — 

“He (Shri Hamid Khan) has been working satisfactorily and we would 
recommend a suitable increment to him. Considering the salary that 
is being drawn by pay clerks and bonus clerks who are enqually 
senior to him and also considering the amount of work-load that he 
is carrying and the salary allowed to his counter-part in the sister 
collieries we would think, a basic sa'ary of Rs. 74 would be suitable.” 


Even the Head Clerk Shri Chaubal has in his letter dated 15th September 1962 
referred to the co-operation extended by Shri Hamid Khan to him and the 
evidence shows that the work of Hamid Khan was satisfactory and the manage- 
ment was pleased. Shri Chaubal has in his evidence before me also stated about 
the high opinion the management was entertaining about him, He has stated: — 
‘■It is correct to say that I had been to Kothagudem and had met 
Shri Sahasrabudhe the previous Manager. I know that Shri Sshasrabudhe 
had a high opinion about the work of Shri Hamid Khan,” 

And considering the conduct and quality of work of Shri Hamid Khan these days 
it is difficult to believe that he would turn to be negligent. 


59. Shri Hamid Khan has clear’y explained about the delay in the correspon- 
dence and the statements. He had denied that he had two or three hours at his 
disposal without work and has stated that he had made representations for giving 
nim more staff many times but no additional staff was given and has also explain- 
ed his duties and the types of his work. He has stated: — 

“My work was of two types — one was office work and the other was out- 
side work. All the letters referred in the charge-sheet are in respect 
of office work, i.e, writing work. I had never received any letter 
regarding complaint of my outside work. As the outside work was 
more important involving finance of the company I had to pay more 
attention to it and I was giving proper attention to it. The office 
correspondence used to be sent to the Nagpur Head Office whereas 
the outside work involved money. R|Rs. were also sent immediately. 
Regarding the office work I had made reports to the management 
several times but no attention was paid and additional hand was not 
given.’’ 

Rg hsp again stated’ 

“I made reports for giving me more staff manv times. But no additional 
staff was given to me. I had requested the management to transfer 
me from this department to other department but there was no reply 
and I was not transferred.” 


60. This evidence of Shri Hamid Khan is corroborated from the various letters 
and the evidence of Shri Chaubal. Shri Chaubal has also stated:- 

“It is correct to say that after 1956 the worker Hamid Khan had given ap- 
plication making a grievance about the extra work load. Shri Hamid 
Khan in addition to his loading section duty was given some inciden- 
tal duties but I do not remember.” 


Regarding the explanations about the delays Shri Chaubal had pretended igno- 
rance whether Shri Hamid Khan had given explanation for the de’ays when sub- 
mitting the report but when he was shown the various documents he had to ad- 
mit that Shri Hamid Khan had given the reasons. He has stated: — 


“I do not remember if Hamid Khan hod giver, reasons for the delays in 
submitting the reports, statements from 1958 to 1.964. I am fhown 
annexure No. 8 dated 20th November. 1959. On seeing thp annexure 
I remember that Shri Hamid Khan had given the reply regarding the 
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delay. On seeing the letter I remember one clerk Shrl Sukhdev 

was taken away from the loading Deptt I do not remember if 

these grievances of Hamtd Khan were either fulfilled or redressed.” 

In his letter dated 3rd July, 1961 Shri Hamid Khan had 'given an idea to the 
management about the necessity o£ assistance and explained the reasons for the 
delay. In this letter exhibit W-13 he has stated: — 

“I have already explained that pending work could not be cleared 

unless you arrange for a proper man for full time work because for 

completing our routine work all our time is spent. 

It has to be noted that I have not to do only clerical work. I have to look 
after many other things such as loading supervision, siding work, 
distribution of work to gangs, stock measurement etc. For doing 
such works our sister collieries have sufficient staff so that weigh 
clerk can get much time for doing clerical work. Such is not the 
case at Ghugus Colliery. Simply for finishing our daily routine job, 
we have to work 2-3 hours extra every day. 

To cut short the work of cost sheet and other statement can be done in 
time If 3 Assistants are given to me. By the way, I wish to bring to 
your notice that there is no experienced hand here for my deport- 
ment, I will be highly obliged if any good worker is sent from 
Ballarpur." 

61. In spite of these suggestions and requests the management has not taken 

any steps for assistance and naturally there was delay in the correspondence. 
He asked for the assistance of three clerks but no clerk was given to him. It is 
further significant to note that in his letter dated 24th September, 1964 exhibit 
W-14 Shri Hamid Khan had asked for specific Instructions but no instructions 
were given to him and I do not think that the workman can be held responsible 
for the Irregularities caused. Considering the evidence it shall have to be held 
that the grievance of Shri Hamid Khan about inadequacy of staff was genuine. 

62. Shri Hamid Khan was dismissed from service on the 16th January 1965 

and the management had to entrust the work to Shri Basarkar who was grade 1 
clerk at Ballarpur Colliery. Shri Hamid Khan has stated: — 

“I was dismissed within 12 hours and there Is no question of my working 
for some days after the enquiry. Shri Shende took charge from me. 
At present one Shri Basarkar of Ballarpur is working in my place. 
He might have joined after 15 days of my dismissal. Shri Basarkar 
has got many assistants and a bigger stair. He has with him for 
office work Shri Agarwal and Gadre and he has also Tiwari, Kulkarni, 

Yardi, Shende, Sontake. He has also a peon. There is also a mate 

for the supervisor. There is also a gang of shell pickers, wagon 
pushers, sabalwallas (wagon pushers)”. 

Thus it will be seen that after the dismissal of Shri Hamid Khan when Shri 
Basarkar wns appointed as weigh clerk Ghugus Colliery he was given so much 
additional staff to cope with lh e work and It Is difficult to accept the manage- 
ment’s contention that the delay and the irregularities were due to negligence on 
the part of the workman. 

63. It is significant to remember that though Shri Hamid Khan was complain- 
ing about heavy work the management instead of giving him assistance had 
entrusted him with additional duties which had in fact nothing to do with wagon 
loading. It will appear from the order W-3 dated 27th September. 1961 that the 
duty of supplying coal to the workers and keeping accounts of the same was 
entrusted to Hamid Khan. It has come in evidence that in the Ghugus Colliery 
there were about 1000 workers and by exhibit W-3 the Manager asked Shri Hamid 
Khan ot carry out the several duties. He was required to open a register which 
will show every month the names of persons to whom coal is supplied. He was 
required to take signatures of the persons. He was required to prepare a bill in 
triplicate showing therein the total quantity of the coal supplied. He was to check 
the bits and the quantity entered in the register and certify the toil’s. For carry- 
ing out the work mentioned in this order I do not think that even one full time 
clerk will be able to do the same. All the 10H0 workers would need coal and 
considering the number of entries required to be made it shall have to be held 
that the management Instead of giving assistance to the loading department they 
were Imposing additional duty and increasing the responsibility. It Is significant 
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to note that in this connection when the Head Clerk Shri Chaubal was cross- 
examined by Dr. Kawadkar he has stated: — 

"It is correct to say that Shri Hamid Khan was given the work of verifying 
the supply of coal and prepare bills, etc., as stated in Ex-W-3. I have 
spoken about the letters from the year 1958 in examinatlon-in-chief 
and it Is the management who was charging Hamid Khan for negli- 
gence. I was not charging him.” 

It is clear from this statement that the workload of Shri Hamid Khan was very 
heavy. The management did not provide him with the additional hands asked 
for by him and it shall have to be held that the management has failed to prove 
that the workman was habitually negligence and was neglecting work. 

64. I have already quoted the dismissal order which mentions the five charges 
levelled against the workman. The order says that the enquiry officer who con- 
ducted the enquiry had found him guilty of five charges. The enquiry papers 
include the finding (the report) of the enquiry officer. I have gone through it. 
However, out of the five charges I do not find any discussion about three charges 
( 1 ) insubordination or disobedience ( 2 ) acceptance of gifts from subordinate 
workmen etc. (3) Habitual breach of rules regulations etc. The whole discussion 
is in respect of taking Or giving of bribes and habitual negligence. There is also 
no evidence about insubordination or acceptance of gifts from subordinates or 
habitual breach of rules. I had by my order dated 18th September, 1969 rejected 
the management’s contention for correcting the consent order and directed both 
parties to lead evidence in support of their contentions. The first charge sheet 
was a long document and the workman had contended that it was confusing. Shri 
Kumar the representative of the management was asked to redraft the charge 
properly. At that time Shri Kumar while drafting the charge-sheet dropped the 
charges regarding insubordination under standing order 21 ( 1 ) and acceptance of 
gifts from subordinates under 21 ( 21 ) and has fairly conceded that the manage- 
ment did not want to proceed in those cases. This also shows that there was 
absolutely no material for the two charges about insubordination and acceptance 
of gifts from subordinates. I have dlscusjsed the evidence and have found that 
the management has not proved the charge of taking bribes. On the contrary 
the circumstances and evidence showed that the charge is false and this in my 
opinion Is sufficient to come to the conclusion that the order of dismissal is illegal 
and Improper. Shri Slrmukkadam on behalf of the management has argued that 
the record clearly established the misconduct of habitual negligence and if out 
of the various charges one is proved the dismissal order shall have to be main- 
tained. 

65. I do not think that this submission can be accepted as it is clear from the 
dismissal order that the management has imposed the punishment of dismissal 
upon the workman as he was guilty of all the five charges levelled against him, 
and If in the enquiry it is found that the workman is not guilty of some of them 
he will be entitled to get the order set aside. It has been held in the ruling 
reported In 1963 II LLJ 60 in which a workman was charge-sheeted on three counts 
and was dismissed from service and the Industrial Tribunal adjudicating the dis- 
pute had found that two of the charges against the concerned workman could 
npt be sustained and when considering the third charge set aside the order of 
dismissal their Lordships of the Madras High Court upheld the award of the 
Tribunal and dismissed the writ appeal and His Lordship Ramachandra Ayyar C.J. 
has observed: — 

"It was unnecessary to consider whether the third charge has been made out 
or not. Admittedly the punishment meted out by the management 
on the concerned workman was a consolidated one on the footing 
that all the three charges have been proved. When once it Is seen 
that two of the charges could not be validlly sustained against the 
worker it would follow that the punishment could not be sustained,” 

I have already observed that the management itself did not want to lead evidence 
about two charges. I have also found that the charges are not proved. Under 
the circumstances the workman is entitled to get the dismissal order set aside. 

66 . I have found that the domestic enquiry held by Shri Slrmukkadam was 
defective. The delinquent was not given a reasonable opportunity to meet the 
case against him. The procedure followed was not proper. The enquiry officer 
was also influenced by extraneous circumstances, I have also held That the 
management have not proved the charges levelled against the workman and the 
dismissal of the workman cannot be held to be justified. 
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should D be STsfdP r Thi* ° f i the Un ? 0n ha 2 argued that the dismissal order 
-snoum loe set aside. The dismissal is not justified and the workman is erti+lpri 
to be reinstated with back wages and compensation. workman )S entitled 

1066 8 ‘and e hv 1S thi te «rJf b f,! n Jp efarred , to this Tribunal by the order dated 30th July. 
1005 and by the order the Tribunal is required to decide whether the dismissal 
order was justified, if not to what relief is he entitled. When the finding fethrt 
the dismissal order is not justified ordinarily the relief should be that of reinstate- 

inThis case GVer ' thlS 1£ * pecuhar case and the ordinar y relief cannot be granted 


+n- 6 ?7ir haVe a i r ?u d F dlscussed about the superannuation age of the employees in 
this colliery and that they retire at the age of 60. The management has not shown 
that m the month of December, 1964, the workman was 60. Admittedly according 
to the record his age was 57 and he would have [been entitled to remain in the 
service of the colliery till December 1967, on which date he completed the age of 
60. About five years have elapsed after the dispute was referred to this Tribunal. 
Today the workman is more than 60 and hence I do not think that reinstatement 
will be an appropriate relief and in my opinion an order awarding compensation 
will meet the ends of justice. 


70. I have already held that the order of dismissal is illegal and improper. 
The workman will be deemed to be in the employment of the company till superan- 
nuation and hence he will he entitled to get the amount of salary and allowances 
from the 15th January 1905 till he completed the age of 60 years together with 
the retiring benefits as on ordinary relief. I have discussed the evidence and 
circumstances and have found that the whole affair of the domestic enquiry 
smacks of mala fide a and the workman will be entitled to compensation. There 
is no question of financial incapacity of the management that paid heavy amounts 
to the ignorant witnesses and I think the management be further directed to pay 
to the workman compensation equivalent to twq years’ wages. 

71, As regards costs, the reference is pending for the last about 4 years. The 
workman who is a man of advanced age had to come to Bombay all along from 
Nagpur. He was present on almost all the days of the hearing and considering 
the lengthy proceedings I think an order for costs of Rs. 300 will meet the ends 
of justice. 

The workman will be entitled to get the compensation as stated above and 
costs of Rs. 300 and hence my award accordingly. 

(Sd.) A. T. Zambre, 
Presiding Officer, 

Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Bombay. 

[No. 5/12/65-LR. II.] 

S.O. 353.— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, in the industrial dispute bet- 
ween the employers In relation to the management of Messrs Equitable Coal 
Company Limited, Post Office Dishergarh, District Burdwan and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on the 16th January, 1970. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA. 


Ref. No. 78 OF 1909 


Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of Messrs Equitable Coal Company 
Limited- 


IkND 

Their Workmen- 


Present: 

Shri B. N. Banerjee, Presiding Officer, 

Appearances : 

On behalf of Employers . — Sri A. K. Mathur, Administrative Officer. 
On behalf of Workmen .— Sri Nikhilesh Das, Advocate. 
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State : West Bengal. Industry . Coal Mines. 


AWARD 

By Order Mo. 8/42/09-LRII, dated September 16, 1969, the Government of 
India, in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of 
Labour and Employment), referred the following industrial dispute between the 
employers In relation to the management of Messrs Eouitoble Coal Company Ltd., 
and their workmen, to this Tribunal, for adjudication, namely: — 

“Keeping in view the relevant recommendations of the Wage Board for Coal 
Mining Industry as accepted by the Government of India, whether the 
management of Messrs Equitable Coat Company Ltd., Post Office 
Dlshergarh, District Burdwan, was justified in demanding from 15th 
August, 1967 proof for travelling in the higher Railway classes in the 
form of money receipt etc, from their workmen employed at their 
various collieries, who were entitled to higher class of train fare and 
Ihereby denying payment cf Rail fare of higher classes to such of their 
workmen who failed to render such proof? It not, to what relief are 
these workmen entitled?” 

2. Both the workmen and the management, filed their respective written state- 
ment. Neither party, however, did tile any document nor lead any oral evidence. 
The management in their written statement did not deny that they were insisting 
upon proof of travel in a particular class before passing the railway fare for that 
class. The material statements in their written statement are set out hereinbelow: 

“5. With reference to the statements made in paragraph 3 of the Written 
statement, the management states that Uie recommendations in 
respect of the Railway fare have duly been implemented and submits 
that the management is within its rights to insist on proof of actual 
travel in the class to which the workman is entitled to. 

6. With reference to the statements made in paragraph 4 of the Written 
statement, the management states that it is imperative that no 
employee should take advantage of the position to claim i-ailwuy fares 
when he has either not proceeded on leave or has travelled by a lower 
class than that to which he is entitled and In that context, t 0 Imple- 
ment the letter and spirit of the Wage Board Recommendations the 
management insists on proof in the shape of money receipt, certificate 
from Railway authorities, reservation slips, etc and that only in res- 
pect of travel by 1st class, from workmen, entitled thereto.” 

3. Insistance on production of evidence appears to have been made in respect 

of First class travellers by railway because they submitted the fattest bilL. This 
being the position, I have to see whether the management should Insist upon 

production of evidence or proof of travel in a particular class, before passing the 

bill for the journey undertaken. In respect of railway travels, It is said, they 
were insisting upon money receipts. The Railway Rule for obtaining money 
receipts has not been produced before pie. I shall, however, pro 'eed on the theory 
that such receipts are obtainable from the railway administration. The question 
before me Is not the availability of such receipts but the right of the management 
to insist upon production of such receipts. The relevant provisions in the recom- 
mendations of the Wage Board are set out hereinbelow: 

“33- As regards the claim that railway fare should cover bus and boat fares, 
the Majumdar Award has already directed that where is the Journey 

home is by bus or partly by bus and partly by train the cost of 

iourney shall be accordingly adjusted. This has been incorporated in 
the Model Standing Orders for the Coal Mining Industry. We would 
further recommend that railway fares should include boat fare where- 
ever payable. 

34. There is one other matter which we have to deal with. The classes by 
which the workmen are entitled to travel home while on leave is 
determined on their present basic pay which as laid down in the Model 
Standing Orders, for the Coal Mining Industry is as follows: — 

(I) If his basic wage Is Rs. 70 p.m. or less III class 

(ii) If his basic wage is more than Rs. 70 p.m. but less than 
Rs. 150 p.m. 

(Ill) If his basic wage Is Rs. 150 p.m. or more 


II class- 
I class- 
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As has been stated in an earlier chanter of this Report we are consoli- 
dating the wages of the workmen at Index No. 155 which has Increased 
the basic wages of the workmen substantially. Therefore, as a 
necessary consequence, we will have to make suitable adjustments in 
these salary slabs. We have carefully considered this matter and 
recommend as follows: 

“If the workmen's basic wage is Rs. 1 65 or less per month III Class 

If the workmen’s basic wage is above Rs. 165 and up to 

Rs. 265 p.m- II class 

If the workmen’s basic wage is above Rs. 265 per month I class" 


The inspiration was certainly drawn from the Majumdar Tribunal Award (as 
appears from page 129 paragraph 27 of the recommendations of the Wage Board). 
There is nothing in the recommendations of the Wage Board which entitles the 
management to insist upon production of proof of railway fare paid. 


4. Mr. Mathur, appearing for the management, contended that the recommenda- 
tions of the Wage Board were meant to be utilised and not to be abused. He 
further contended that there were instances where workmen took leave on the false 
pretext of going home, never travelled but earned some extra money by merely 
submitting a bill of railway fare. He, tnereforc, submitted that this abuse should 
be discouraged. I broadly agree with Mr. Mathur that all abuses are to be dis- 
couraged but there are ways and means of discouraging them. There may be 
some dishonest men amongst the workmen, but it cannot be a general proposition 
that all workmen are dishonest men and whosoever applies for home leave is likely 
to present a false bill of railways fare. If the management suspects that any 
workman is likely to abuse the provisions for payment of railways fare, they may 
purchase the return ticket for the workman and this is exactly what was recom- 
mended by the Majumdar Tribunal following the directions given by Central 
■Government Industrial Tribunal, Dhanbad, on a similar demand and appearing 
at page 129 of the recommendations of the Wage Board, which I set out below: 

“When a workman proceeds on leave or has qualified for free railway fare, 
the management shall either buy his ticket or give him an equivalent 
amount to purchase his ticket to his home." 


I am not inclined to allow the management to Insist upon money receipts in every 
case as a general rule. That may cast reflection on Ihe integrity of \yorkmen. 
Then again, money receipts may not he easily available everywhere or may lake 
much too long a time to get the same. The management may curb dishonesty by 
taking precaution but they should not curb the right itself by imposition of 
■unreasonable conditions. 


5. In the view that I take, I hold that the management of Messrs Equitablo Coal 
Company Lid., was not justified In demanding, from 15th August, 1967, proof of 
travelling in the higher Railway classes In the form of money receipt etc. from 
their workmen enr ployed at their various collieries, who were entitled to higher 
class of train fare and thereby denying payment of Rail fare of higher classes to 
such of their workmen who failed tc render such proof. There was no evidence 
adduced before me as to how much each workman was denied by way of railway 
fare. Therefore, the award that I make is that In future no proof shall be insisted 
upon for passing bills of railway fare but the management would be at liberty to 
buy railway^ tickets for a workman, whenever they feel inclined to do so. 


This is my award. 


.Dated, January 12, 1970, 


Sd./- B. N- Banerjee, 

Presiding Officer. 

[No. 6/42/69-BRlI-l 


ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 20 th January 1970 

S.O. 354 . — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion I hat an industrial 
dispute exists between th e employers in relation to the management of Boniami- 
hary Colliery of Messrs Bonjamihary Anthracite Coal Company. Post Office 
Salanpur, District Burdwan and their workmen in respect of the matters specified 
In the Schedule hereto annexed; 
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to refer the said 


And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable 
dispute for adjudication; p 

, N ? w ’ therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Go^ 

IndHOri « ' T 6 ! f he . , sald dis PUte for adjudication to the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

"Whether the management 0 f Bonjamihary Colliery of Messrs Bonjamihary 
Anthracite Coal Company, Post Office Salanpur, District Burdwan is 
justified In not introducing wage structure and other benefits in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Central Wage Board for the 
Coal Mining Industry as accepted by the Government of India in their 
Resolution No. WB-ifl(5)/66, dated the 2lst July, 1967? If riot what 
should be the wage structure and other benefits in respect of the work- 
men concerned and from which date 9 ” 

[No. 1/19/69-LRII.J 

t 3 r ? 5 -, -Whereas by an order of the Government of India ill the Minlstrv of 

No m9^9 P I°^ e ri a teH^h Re mth 1 T ati0n (D ^ a S tment Labour and Employment) 
JNo. 1/19/69-LRII, dated the 10th January, 1970, an industrial dispute between the 

management of Bonjamihary Colliery of Messrs Bonjamihary Anthracite Coal Com- 
F r c ? st 0 ® c T Salanpur, District Burdwan and their workmen has been referred 
to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, for adjudication; 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of 
win” 10 vhuh 0 industrial Deputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 

conSction°wUh S the e sa C id SuTe® ° f ** Strlke in eXlStenCe ln the sald collie ^ ln 

[No- 1/19/69-LRII.d 

b.O. aM.- Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of Tata Iron 
and Steel Company, Jamadoba, Post Office Jealgora, District Dhanbad and their 
workmen in respect of the matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-sec- 
tion (1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal (No, 3) Dhanbad, constituted under section 7A of the 
said Act. 


Schedule 

I- Whether the demand of the Colliery Mazdoor Sangh, Dhanbad, for 23 per 
cent increase in the existing rate of commission of the Miners’ Sirdars 
detailed below employed in the Collieries of Messrs Tata Iron and 
Steel Company Limited, in terms of the recommendations of the Coal 
Wage Board, is justified? If so, to what relief are they entitled? 

II. Whether the demand of the Miners’ Sirdars referred to above for profit 
sharing bonus, sick leave, gratuity on retirement as per Tata Iron and 
Steel Company Rules, train fare and quarters Is Justified? If so, to 
what relief are they entitled? 


si. 

No. 

Nun? of the Colliery 


Name of the Miners’ Sirdars 


I 

2 




3 


1 

2 

3 

Digwadih Colliery , 
Do.” . 

Do. , 




, Shri Jai Ram Mahato. 

, Shri Sons Ram Mahato. 

, Shri Ram Kishan. 


4 

Do 




Shri Jalil Khan. 


I 

Do. 




Shri Sitaram Sharma, 


6 

l 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 




Shri M. Tiwari. 

, Shri Thato Manjhi. 

Shri Maniruddin. 


9 

Do. 


• 


. Shri Daso Mahato. 
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I 

2 


3 

10 

Sijua Colliery 


. Shri Imaman Mia. 

II 

Do. 


. Shri Bashir KJian. 

12 

Do. 


, Shri Nadiya Ray, 

13 

Do. 


. Shri Bhojoy Kalwar. 

i4 

Do. 


, Shri Moti Thakur. 

15 

Do, 


, Shri Basarat Mia. 

16 

Do, 


, Shri Bhulu Mia. 

i7 

Do. 


, Shri Rameahwar Rajwar . 

18 

Jamadoba Colliery 


. Shri Jan Mohammad, 

19 

Do. 


, Shri Ramcharan. 

20 

Do. 


, Shri Laljit Sirgh, 

21 

Do. 


. Shri Anant Singh. 

22 

Do. 


, Shri Sipati. 

23 

Do. 


. Shri Rambhajan. 

24 

Bhelatand Colliery , 


. Shri Rasul Mia. 

25 

Do. 


. Shri Gaftar Gope. 

26 

6 & 7 Pita Colliery. . 


Shri Dhirajlal Patel. 

27 

Do. 


Shri Bibhuti Das. 

28 

Do. 


. Shri Jabbar, 

29 

Do. 


Shri Lokhi Turi. 

30 

Do. 


Shri Sibcharan. 

3i 

Do. 


. Shri Mihir Gorai. 

32 

Malkera Colliery. 


Shri Md. Shaft. 

33 

Do. 


. Shri Sita Ram Hazam. 

34 

Do. 


. Shri Boren Hazam. 

35 

Do, 


Shri Nihut Kormi. 

36 

Do. 


. Shri Hakimuddin. 

37 

Do, 


. Shri Bhagat Singh. 

38 

Do. 


, Shri Merai Mia. 

39 

Do. 


. Shri Rozan Mia. 

40 

Do, 


Shri Chaitu Turi. 

41 

Do. 


. Shri Turi Kumhar. 

42 

Do. 


. Shri Rhudhan Roy. 

43 

Do. 


. Shri Abdul Latjf. 




[No. 2/34/09-LR.II.J 


New 

Delhi, the 

22nd January 1970 


S.O. 357. — Whereas the Central Government Is of opinion that an Industrial 
dispute exists between the employers In relation to the management of Messrs 
Dalmia Cement (Bharat) Limited, Hospet and their workmen in respect of the 
matters specified In the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And, whereas the Central Government considers It desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 7A and clause 
(d) of sub-section ( 1 ) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal with 
Shri B. M. Jayamahadeva Prasad as Presiding Officer with headquarters at 
Bangalore and refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, 

Schedule 

"Whether the management of Messrs Dalmia Cement (Bharat) Limited, 
Hospet are responsible to implement the recommendations of the 
Central Wage Board for Iron Ore Mining Industry to the piece rated 
workmen, said to be employed through Contractors in their B.R.H- 
Iron Ore Mine, Papinayakanahalli, Hospet? If not, to what relief are 
the workmen entitled?” 


[No. 37/37/ 69-LR-IV ] 
P. C. MISRA, Under Secy. 
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(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 21st January 1970 

S.O. 358,— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of section 5A 
of the Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment), Act, 1948 (9 of 1648), the 
Central Government hereby appoints Shri P. C Tilak as a member of the Madras 
Dock Labour Board vice Shri T. Wise, resigned, and makes the following further 
amendment in the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Employment) 
No. 3475 dated the 23rd September, 1968, namely : — 

In, the said notification, under the heading “Members representing the employers 
of dork workers and Shipping Companies’’ In Item (3) for the words and letter 
“Shri T. Wise’’, the letters and word “P. C- Tilak” shall be substituted. 

[No. 54(5)/09-Fac. II.] 
C. RAMDAS, Dy. Secy. 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

Neiv Delhi, the 21st January 1970 

S.O. 359. — Whereas the Central Government, having been satisfied that the 
public interest so required had, in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) 
of clause (n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) declared 
by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employ- 
ment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Employment) No. S.O. 3115. 
dated the 26th July, I960, any service in, or In connection with, the working of, 
any major port or dock, to be a public utility service for the purposes of the said 
Act, for a period of six months from the 5th August, 1969; 

And whereas the Central Government is of opinion that public interest requires 
extension of the said period by a further period of six months; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to sub- 
clause (vi) of clause (n) of section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hereby declares the said service to be a public 
utility service for the purposes of the said Act for a further period of six months 
from the 5th February, 1970. 

[No. F. l(9_l)/69-LR.I.] 


ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 20th January 1970 

S.O. 360. — Whereas the Central Government Is of opinion that an industrial dis- 
pute exists between the employers in relation to the Punjab National Bank and 
their workmen in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And. whereas the Central Government considers it desirable tc refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 7A and clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal with Shri Gopal 
Narain Sharma as Presiding Officer, with headquarters at Jaipur and refers the said 
dispute for adjudication to the said Industrial Tribunal. 

Schedule 

Whether the demand of the Association of the Punjab National Bank Employees. 
Rajasthan that the services of Shri R, K. Agarwal, Clerk-cwm-typist in the Bharat- 
pur branch of the Punjab National Bank should be treated as continuous from the 
21st September 1959 instead of the 23rd November 1959 wus justified? If so. to 
what relief is the workman entitled? 


[No. 23/47/69/LRIII.] 
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S.O. 361. — Whereas the industrial dispute specified in the Schedule hereto 
annexed Is pending before the Industrial Tribunal, Lucknow; 

And whereas for the ends of justice and convenience of the parties the said 
dispute should be disposed of without delay; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 7 A and sub-sec- 
tion (lj of section 33(B) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cen- 
tral Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal with ghri K. P. Gupta 
as the Presiding Officer, with Headquarters at Allahabad and withdraws the pro- 
ceedings in relation to the said dispute from the Industrial Tribunal, Lucknow and 
transfer the same to the some Industrial Tribunal, Allahabad for the disposal of 
the said proceedings with the direction that the said Tribunal shall proceed with 
the proceedings from the stage at which they are transferred to it and dispose of 
the same according to law. 


Schedule 

Name of the parties 

S. O. No. & date of reference 

Management ofthe New India Assurance Company Limited, 
Kanpur and their workmen. 

S. O. Nn. 3030, dated the 9th 
August, 1968. 


LNc. 70(L3)167-DR.1II(LR.L] 
S. S. SAHASRANAMAN. Under Secy. 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 22nd January 1970 

S.O. 362. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 73F of the Employees’ 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government, having regard to 
the seasonal nature of the industry carried on in the factories which are exclusively 
engaged in wool-pressing either with or without cotton pressing and ginning, 
hereby exempts the said factories from the payment of the employer’s special 
contribution leviable under Chapter VA of the said Act for a further period ot 
one year with effect from the 1st January, 1970 upto and inclusive of the 31st 
December, 1970. 

[No. F. 7(l)/68-HI.] 

S.O. 363. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 73F of the Employees' 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notification of 
the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) No. S.O. 999 dated the 7th March, 1969 
the Central Government having regard to the location of the factory, namely, the 
State Transport Maintenance Centre, Dhubri, belonging to the State Government 
of Assam in an area in which the provisions of Chapters IV and V of the said 
Act are in force, hereby exempts the said factory from the payment of the 
employees special contribution leviable under Chapter VA of the said Act for 
a further period of one year with effect from the 1st January, 1970 up to and 
inclusive of the 31st December, 1970. 

[No. F. 6 ( 17) / 69-HI.] 

S.O. 364, — Whereas the Central Government is satisfied that the employees 
of the Geodetic and Research Branch Workshop, Survey of India, Dehra Dun, 
belonging to the Government of India, are otherwise in respect of benefits sub- 
stantially similar to the benefits provided under the Employees’ State Insurance 
Act, 1948 (34 of 1948); 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 90 of the Em- 
ployees’ State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notifi- 
cation of the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and 
Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Employment) No. S O. 1221 dated the 
19th March, 1969, the Central Government, after consultation with the Employees’ 
State Insurance Corporation, hereby exempts the said Geodetic and Research 
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Branch Workshop from the operation of the said Act for a further period of 
one year up to and inclusive of the 31st December, 1970. 

[No. F. 6(14)/69-HI.] 

S.O. 365.— In exercise of the powers conferred by section 73F of the Employees 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notification of 
the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) No. S.O- 2498 dated the 17th June 1969 
the Central Government having regard to the location of the Workshop, namely 

Public Works Department Workshop, Bhopal, in an area in which the 
provisions of Chapters IV and V of the said Act are in force, hereby 
exempts the said workshop from the payment of the employer’s 
special contribution leviable under Chapter VA of the said Act for 
a further period of one year with effect from the 10th January, 1970 
up to and inclusive of the 9th January, 1971. 

[No. F. 0(24) /69-H1.] 

S.O. 366. — Whereas the Central Government is satisfied that the employees of 
the Government Telegraph Stores, Bombay, belonging to the Government of India, 
in the Department of Communications, Posts and Telegraphs Board are otherwise 
in receipt of benefits substantially similar to the benefits provided under the Em- 
ployees’ State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948). 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 90 of the said 
Act and in continuation of the notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and 
Employment) No. S.O. 1130, dated the 17th March, 1969 the Central Government 
after consultation with the Employees’ State Insurance Corporation, hereby exempts 
the above mentioned factory from all the provisions of the said Act for a further 
period of one year with effect from the 15th January, 1970. 

[No. F. 6(l)/89-HI.] 

S.O. 367. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 73F of the Employees’ 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notification of 
the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) No. S.O. 2499 dated the 17th June, 1069 
the Central Government having regard to the location of the workshops, namely : — 
Government Automobile Workshops at Madurai and Salem, in an area in 
which the provisions of Chapters IV and V of the said Apt are in 
force, hereby exempts the said Workshops from the payment of the 
employer’s special contribution leviable under Chapter VA of the said 
Act for a further period of one vear with effect from the 6th January, 
1970 up to and inclusive of the 5th January, 1971. 

[No. F. 6(25) /09-H1.] 

S.O. 368. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 73F of the Employees’ 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1943), and in continuation of the notification of 
the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) No. S.O. 2650 dated the 25th June, 1969 
the Central Government having regard to the location of the press, namely. 
Government Branch Press, Gulbarga, In an area In which the provisions of 
Chapters IV and V of the said Act are In force, hereby exempts the said press 
from the payment of the employer’s special contribution leviable under Chapter VA 
of the said Act for a further period of one year with effect from the 26th December, 

1969 up to and Inclusive of the 25th December, 1970. 

[No. F. 6(lO3)/08-HI.l 

S.O. 369.— In exercise of the powers conferred by section 73F of the Employees’ 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notification of 
the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) No. S.O. 4124 dated the 26th September, 
1909 the Central Government having regard to the location of the press, namely, 
Agricultural University Press, Ludhiana, in an area in which the provisions of 
Chapters IV and V of the said Act are in force, hereby exempts the said press 
from the payment of the employer’s special contribution leviable under Chapter VA 
of the said Act for a further period of one year with effect from the 20th January, 

1970 up to and inclusive of the 19th January, 1971. 
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S.O. 370. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 73F of the Employees’ 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notification of 
the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) No- S.O, 2518 dated the 21st June, 1889, 
the Central Government having regard to the location of the workshop, namely, 
the Sanitary Store Workshop of the New Delhi Municipal Committee, in an area 
in which the provisions of Chapters IV and V of the said Act are in force, hereby 
exempts the said workshop from the payment of the employer’s special contribu- 
tion leviable under Chapter VA of the said Act for a further period of one year 
with effect from the 7th January, 1970 upto and inclusive of the 6th January, 1971- 

[No. F. 6(23)/6D-HI.] 

S.O. 371. — Whereas the Central Government is satisfied that the employees of 
the Posts and Telegraphs Motor Service Workshop, Bombay, belonging to the 
Government of India in the Department of Communications, Posts and Telegraphs 
Board, are otherwise in receipt of benefits substantially similar to the benefits 
provided under the Employees’ State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948); 

Now, therefore, In exercise of the powers conferred by section 90 of the said 
Act, and In continuation of the notification of the Government of India In the 
Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation, (Department of Labour and 
Employment) No. S O. 1134 dated the 17th March, 1969, the Central Government, 
after .consultation with the Employees’ State Insurance Corporation, hereby 
exempts the above mentioned factory from all the provisions of the said Act for 
a further period of one year with effect from the 15th January, 1970. 

[No- 6(l)/69-HI.] 

S.O. 372. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 73F of the Employees’ 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), and In continuation of the notification of 
the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) No. S-O. 998 dated the 7th March, 1969, 
the Central Government having regard to the location of the dairy, namely : — 

Central Dairy, Nagpur Milk Scheme, Nagpur, 


In an area in which the provisions of Chapters IV and V of the said Act are in 
force, hereby exempts the said dairy from the payment of the employer’s special 
contribution leviable under Chapter VA of the said Act for a further period of 
one year with effect from the 2nd January, 1970 upto and inclusive of the 1st 
January, 1971 

[No. F. 6(9) / 69-HI,] 

S.O. 373. — Whereas the State Government of Bihar has in pursuance of 
clause (d) of section 4 of the Employees’ State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), 
nominated Shrl K. K. Srivastava, Secretary to the Government of Bihar, Depart- 
ment of Labour and Employment, to represent that State on the Employees’ State 
Insurance Corporation in place of Shrl M. Alarm, 


Now, therefore. In pursuance of section 4 of the Employees’ State Insurance 
Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby makes the following further 
amendment in the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Employment) 
No- S.O. 2551 dated the 9th August, 1906. namely : 

In the said notification, under the heading ‘‘(Nominated by the State Govern- 
ments under clause (d) of section 4)’’, for the entry against Item 10, 
the following entry shall be substituted, namely : — 

"Shrl K. K, Srivastava, Secretary to the Government of Bihar, Department 
of Labour and Employment, Patna." 


[No. F, 3(2) /69-HI. 1 


DAIaHT SINGH, Under Secy. 


(Department of Rehabilitation) 

(Office of the Regional Regional Settlement Commissioner 

New Delhi, the 17 th January 1970 

S.O. 374. — In exercise of the powers vested in me under Section 55(4) of the 
Administration of Evacuee Property Act, 1950 (Act XXXI of 1950 I, Gulab L, 
Ajwanl Regional Settlement Commissioner cum Custodian of Evacuee Property, 
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New Delhi, hereby delegate to Shri A. L. Bahl, Settlement Officer in my office the 
powers of the Deputy Custodian as well as Authorised Deputy Custodian for the 
purpose of discharging the duties imposed on the Custodian by or under the said 
Act with effect from the Forenoon of the 5th January, 1970. 

[No, F. 28(179) /Admn/RSCD.] 

GULAB L. AJWANI, 

Regional Settlement Commissioner cum Custodian 
of Evacuee Property, New Delhi- 

WTT TiTTUR <lftT R3TWT 

cptt vhrh fMrrr ) 

Hi feMT, 3 0 1969 

TTo 51To fto 45 30 — 7T5T.' Hi 'A H , TTST (^}f+{ % ’TETffT % srftFPTT TT 

!DFT) srftlftffffT, 1962 ( 1962TT 50) ^ STITT 3 M ^WITT ( 1 ) % Wftff TUTd RTfR 
% TcJ I f'3 0T tffff UIRff sftr ilTFT dRT ETffJ *i«MM M ^T9T: TrftFg^RT ’TTo ?fTo Ro 2 25 6 
ffiSR Tjfa? 'IW WIT 3080 TlftST 5-6-69 cRT 17-7-1969 Iff? Msftr RTTIT ^ TTT 

iKrfsrgRffT ft ftw Jr fftfftfor ^jfJnrf % tret % Mswtt tt titt hvzhi tt 
% TJfm % fftft ^rf%cT hh tert wet fttfftff frrr 1 1 

sftr m: ffwtr srrffeffrrrft Jr ett srfftfftTfT M ara 6 »?ft ( i ) % Tiftto 

RTmT *ft frft€ ft ftr 1 1 

*?’rr hr: ftffjftT WPTT ft TTT fftft£ Off fwff Tffft % fftfffTT srfftgRRT ft 
RWT ft fftfftfMr 1 Sjf*T*T\ ft d'Pihl TT StfWK MM A <6 TT fftffts^tT f'ETT ^ I 

sffT, irt: ’htt 'fffkfffinT M «rm e M ttoitt ( 1 ) set wt MM tt MM 
gtT O TTR fttfff'T Tffftt & fftl W Mft^RffT ft ftePT ft fftfftfft^F 

Trfftftf ft T'ETtn' «pt trftmr tuft tupt fft wid % ftR % fftft rjTiiffr 5 trfTr<r fftTT 

’JTffTT ^ Mff 37T UTO M ’FRJKI ( 4) 3TTT Sffi? MftcffTr 4>T SRTffT TTft MifftT 

tttr fftMr Mr $ fr ttj MMt ft wm ttt Mtaht Mfto trwff Jr fftfM iin ft 
wet Mr sftff srrf fftr *Nt JTfffTff Jr, Trrfr fftftrftf ft ftTft Jf, ff'iffTr % sitter 
M w mfr^r ti ft%r ?>tt i 

*18$ 

%-62R%-49 (JffT ) W ffT^T f«l®ld 

tfr : >TonTcr ftrsrr : Jr^Rffn cTFprr : TfffF 5 ! 



w5T°r ^f’srr 
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34 

1620/10 
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7 
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16 20/3 
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5 

33 

1620/9 
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5 0 

1620/2 

1 G 2 0/ 28 eft EE 
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00 

TIE 
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1 

96 

161 9/l 

0 

22 

52 

1619/2 
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5 

20 

1618 

0 

2 

64 


[Eo 29( 5)/68'?TT^o!ft'5ifto/' 5 r5T 0TO HfEE] 
X$ fTOEt, 11 ETOET, 196 9 

TOoTO°E° 472 1. — TOETOE f? 
fo EETTE tito if toIE EH HE if TOHX TOH fTO TOT EE % Ht (ET#f-7 ) if TOEt- 1 
TOT Jf3T %ET EE fcfTfHTO % qfXTOE % fair OTOE HH[E ftE EET STT^fEE Eh wEt STH 
fEETlf HFft =ET%tT TOr ifrft HB.ET Et fE®Ft % TOTTO % fHX tTE^TKS TOPfff if EfHE HjfE 
it totoft et srfaErx Hf%x toft htetoe | : 

EE:, m, 3ftfHTO OTTO H1XE (TjfH if TOETH % SlfaETT ET TOTE) HfafXTO 
1962 ( 1962 ET 50) # HTH 3 Et ETOTTT (l) 3TO TOE wfroff ET TOltE EEt gir 

toEe w E fee totIh et TOheto HfHE e^E et totet to tot totoft Etfror Feet 

5 * l 

3. XET Hfir if %TETg- Elf TOfET, TO 3 |Fh % ifl% 9Tf9 HT^E faTOt % FhO, TOHTO 
HTOTOFfJETff, E^TTE 9Tf9' ETEE (ftE EET STf’fEET 4 e TOEFT ) % EFltHE, TOFF % 
qfsEEi SITE EE Eo 27, TET^H TtT, TO£H EEWPV % EFT EttET- 4 EE EE TTfE^EET Et 
EPtET E 2 1 faff % EiET ET E%ET I ^Ei TOSTT E^t TOHT ?T oqfET WeFTO Eli Et 
TOE ETTO fE ElT TO TO ETEET § Fe TOEt ^EElf TOfETTO ?T TO FEHt FtfST TOTOFft 
qtt TOET I 

tojtoFt 

tff TTE TOTOT ITE % ^ft (ETrft-7) E El~st-1 TO *$E FE Tr^I ET^E fTOFf tfj 


ci TO : TjEfTjE 

f-nHT : TO 6 T 1 T 

wvzr * ^1 

EtE E%EEo 

Itot 

TOT 

eft TOT 

ETHFTE 49 

0 

40 

47 

so/ n . 

0 

03 

50 
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EET 

E?«EE E° 

fEET 

TOT 

<ft TOT 

■ElEfTO 

52 

0 
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50 


52/l 
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55 
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00 

75 


5 3 

0 

10 

12 


life f^i . 

0 

00 

50 


22 
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12 

14 



[toet 20 / 3 / 67— ^rrf 

0 *fto 

Eto/^ET ITor #E5rE] 


qrr° TO° TT° 4722: — EE: ^TE EWT Ef [ TOta ftUT % f% EfaffE if Ef 
'iliqW | ft? pTtET TITO if WPTTO ^ if TO TOE $TO ifWTT TTITOE- 1 5 it UET 
qT$?f£ to ^tf%ETR- % % fro* titt eito to tot TOfffro far toeft gnrr 

Erorf Euft ErffE vfa rttft qT^ff fTOT% % eeFto % fair cr^Tura: TOTpft if 
EfEE *jfa- if toeEt to eFtor srfror touti tototo I : 

TO:, TO, ERIE TITO ('<TfE if TEEtE % wFSTTOT TO TOTE) wFaFEEE, 

1962 ( 1962 TO 50) TOJITTT 3 qff TEtTTTT ( l) JUT TOfT TtFEtTET TO TO El grr 

%fjrEr ETOPC % TOE TEETE TO eFeTOT wFTO TOUT TO TOTE' TOI9TE EEf3TTI EtfEE FEET 

t I 

3. tot *jfE E toT£ toFtot, to toFt % EVE ei^e tot^e Ferity % fair atwe 

ETOE E I ftJ 4> I ■ft, p <Jd ERJE "TITO (TO TOET ETEFTE TO TOfETE ) % TOTeVeE, toVeT % 
qfrroV wr, to Eo 27 , eto^tt tYt, etTwte % qur EftEr-4 TO to toF^w qfr 
citEEt E 2 1 frof % *fcrr tot eEet i d^rr toi$e tout euti to urfror FEfEfro^: e? et 
TOE TOtET Fe TOT Ef Ef ERET £ Fto TOEt TOE Hr JTEFRT: ft El fTOtft FeFe SEEEirft 
aft TO^T I 

"EE* 

toptto 1 5 it totot etsto eto itto hito Fe^uT % ftp *rf%E ^ TOt Eirot 'tjfE Eft pft 

TITO ; ETOTOT fTOr : iHTERT TOJTT : TOTTH 

eTe eeVe e° Itot -eg q’r wit 

EWftE 88/l 0 5 46 

[toe 2 0 / 3 / 6 7-Erfo TOl°El ° /'TOT ITT* Efro (e)] 
EfFE55ft 12 TOTOT, 196 9 

TOo TOo E o 4723. — TO-’ $T3ftE TRTOTT TO> Ef EcfEr fTO | fTO oftTOffE ir Ef 
TOTETOTTO | FtoE^TTCI TITO if TOTOtTO ETO Wff ft TOEE TOE - J*TT EWT it ^ f.E % ft 





Stc. 3 (ii) ] THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 31, 1970/MAGHA 11 , 1891 649 


(pTst-S) it P13ft-4 T< Pt Pf ttp pp % 'Tft^T % fpP FH TW PPT 

PTprcfp pp snptp jrt fpBpf phI prffpr *r\p rf# pr^ff pt fagrl % SRtpp % 
fvTT FrT^'TTPf WPg^t P pfap Jjfp if PPPfP PT pfaPTT pfpp TO1 Vfq g pp | ; 

«R: SR tf^tfpPP Tr^wr^r (ijfa if 3PPTP % STfpPTT PT SRP ) Srfafppp 
1 962 ( 1 962 PT 50*) pi HTO 3 pt 'JTOTTT 3TO { 1 ) !RTT pfppff PT SRtp P7R 
jcf %?iVp irptt % 'jpir ^ppfp pt srfaPK srfpp pt! pt *ttpt srmp ^sttt 
’sfrfacr fppr t i 

3. Tiar *jfir Jr f^R3 Ptf rFpt ijfp % FnprpTFF fn?R % f%tr 
prrerr ppp srrfaprct pptcr pnRPTSp (pp pft FRrfpp pf strip ) $r prIhf 

F^foT % Tf^TtO' W5T PT P ° 27 FP'^U Ttr FPPR % HTET 5nfaT-4 P> sR 

pfagnTT pi titIn it 2 1 fnff % fVt pt p%ft i qpr sttwi pt^ ftpt pt ptrfpa 
fTfTRGar : pp pi pfp Pin fp ppr fp f?t ptfft | fp tjfpt Rfprp: pT pc 
fppV fpfa rffr! p! ftpp 1 

spj^l 

sirT o pt 0 jj 0 % fwcj «»t ° t^tt ° i*f 0 % iiy ( pnft— 5 ) it 'Ft ° Pt ° c^pt ° ( pi - si— 4 
tc) fp fit'Ifrf fpsnrlg 

tpr: ^ptr fsm: if^FTPT irrHPT: pt^V ■ 

PR TRUiTT fTW |PI'-CP *TTT 'ft. STR. 
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[Ho 2 0/3/67 Wlf 
feft, 28 FUm, 1969 

Flo WT° 488 5: — W7T: FjtfrmW WT HT^T (^fw % HWtW % WfsfFTT FT w/f} 
wfsTfTWT, 1962 ( 1962 FT 5 0) STITT 3 Ft HWm ( l) ^ WSftF WITH HW 
qjtfFFTH *ftT 77TFFT Wk ’TFT FHT HFJ W FIFTH Ft wftFJHHT FTo WT° W o 3507 cl I CN 

i e-8-69 am mfm tttftt f tft fTsfifft tt htfh Jf faftfe: vffirm % 

^cpfFy % wfsTFTT Ft TFTT HTFTt Ft F HTEFT % wt%cf FTf H 7 T WFTT WTUFT 

sfrfTcT FT feTT ^ I 

WH HcF FlfsTFlft % TFT wftrfHHF ’ft SHTT 6 ^t TWT ( 1 ) F WSftF HTFTT 
Ft frrV t ft & i 
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trk iRr: fosfrr rt3tk ^ sw fforf^ tt fforrc «pfof £ qsqTrr srffopfrr if fornR 
if fofaffo? *rfforf Jr twr tt srfjmr ^farr anR *pt fafirm fefr f 1 

SR, TcT: ^ *TfaffoTP ^ ETKT 6 ^<?«TU ( l) am JRtf ipT 5R^ 

ftj folfor TOR ^TITT foffor TUTf | 1% ^IT STfa^TT t # fafrrffo* 

g^rr vjfrnrf Jr Tr-foi *fi ^etth: amr htsr faw^r % sr^fPsr^r % ffo£ hIrr fforr 

( 4 ) am st^?t ijrffopri *frr spfor apfor ftT fojffa ^tpr fafor 
fcfr $ fa utt njffoff ir ^mfa arr srffopn; fosfor rmrrR if fa%r % surm for tffa 
m^ffop for *mfPr if, rufr ffoPTfo *i *pr?r *7 if, ^ rPrtt hatsh 4?r w rrrfPsr rf 

ffof?RT ?PTT I 

i 22 % ir afjo 3fto it^o 6 crt qrrMT^r ffofr^t^ 
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•nrmr fsrPTT 
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w(<m fom 
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— p li — ■■ — “ ■ ' — 

*Tfa U^RT ftWT 

Is 

/T» 
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?TT^ 

'ft. *K. 

“OPTRFT »PRr: 348 

0 

2 
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00 
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[ft° 20/3/67-mJfowto ftto/ftaTC tfaf ftfartl] 


VT°OT° 4886.—^: 'TU'THT^T («jfq%wit»I % tffaaflTT W Hof T, 

*rfaf*FT*r, 1962 { 1962 <6T 50) ETTO 3 <tft WIRT ( l) % Urtf^MIRfr WITR $T 
'Tjtf^PTR *flT WEFT tfK I3TR HTT^ TORET 'ft *Tfa^?6T «6To WTo flo 3505 
14—8—69 ITT! «rf«T^TT % ^P^ UFTyft t fafafe Ijfasfi 

% ^tci^t % wftFFR ’Tt ^tri qft tyrant % snfTSR’ % f^ro siftpr *tt ierrtt wini 
^tPisr vt fwr ft 1 

Tftr *nr: sor snfimfr ?r w srfaf^ stkt 6 qft wnrr ( 1 ) ftr unfhr 
wr oft fWfc? ft V> ft i 

tft* JT5T : TOT ft W PwW TT fftOTR ORft % 97^ W Wffef^lT ft fftfplT 

^ Jf wfm ipT srfOTiR srfVir «Pift on farfftror r«wr ft i 

*w ( wfufftaro oftum 6 oft U4n ( ii ( i)firr mm ¥rfw «m iftEt 
W %?S>T WFTT rr^JTTT sftfftrT ^ ft ft fa ^ tTfu^RT ft ft WT SFjg^ft if fafftfasn 
'9 l 'tn '■jfftftt if SW>I W WfUWT 911FT HfaT fatoift % nftfa'T % fatj srfarr fam 

’srrrn ft sftr: sit hrt oft wtttt ( 4 ) ittt stt^t srfarftt *pt nfttn nrrft %7jffa t r^r, 
fjT^T ftftt 3 fa '?aRT ajfftftf ^ ^ftfa ^ wfaTR ¥WR if fafftrr *tft % ^JTUT ?fa 
*fti;nT?ifftO) ftlT viftl<i it, Tlftt faff Rift it Tfa?T ¥T it, TRT ftfaJ|T »fr 514, |VM TIT nfafa 

oft fftfftrr ftfaT i 
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ero 4 9 % tth qroTO (qftTO TOSTOr) sfV <tr i 1 1 ««f tiit mro 

f«W»*t Ig 

M'm ftrro tow TO TOtft 

Thr TOW tfTOT $TO~e STTO <ft *TR 
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TTo 5rr<5 4887 TO: "fjtfWTO, qT^T TOTO (ijjfi? % TOTTO % wfoTTT TO 

*T3fa) 1962 ( 1962TO 5 0) »ffr ETTOT 3^TqmTT ( l) % STtftr VTP3T TOT 

% ^rfwro site ttoto site qnw er«n urg totto < rt srfsrg^qT too sro to 3367 Trfrur 

2-8- 1 969ITTT ^rstr TOR t TO SffsTg^'TT ^ WWTO TOjg^fr *T FrFrfSrro sjfqsff % 

tttTt % srftFFR tot toto^ srt F^rrot toFto % Fro srftrcr tto) to sftto 
srrro srfFn ve Fm | 1 

srte to; eram srrf^rd t srftrf^nrH qt stkt 6 it otto ( 1 ) % srcfto 
wwe *ft fork’ t r ^ 1 

site to: ^fcr erwro t tto Frofk to Ftotto qrot % toto^ srfa^ror & 
wro srgg^t if FrFrftro sjfR>rf r to >r to stFettot srfro qret to fVfTOTO fqror % 1 

to, to : gro srfatrTO qfr Error 6qtTOUPT ( 1 ) titt jtto infTOTOTOtr qiet 

TOTOT rTH^sror TOFTO TOtf! | f% TO srfe’jtTOT ¥f rrWTO SPjgwt *T FrFrfTTO 

qjf^TF t ttoV to srfffTOT qnpr wro^ Ftotot % w'm % Fw<r Terror nfro F«fto 
toto $ sfa to ettot qfr tosttot ( 4 ) ira ttot roFTOroff to toto qro?r gq %nftr totoy 
fr^r ^eft 5; % tto rofroTO fr ttoVt to stFejtot TOftr totot fr Fq%r % toto frw 
site Tr^F*ro Ttf srotiir w*fr frofTOff er frroerqtronk ’Trororqfr ser rrroW 

qt ff|%r|tTT 1 
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r ^ rt^t to*?! firM ^ 

TPS’! R3TT7T fa^TT q|q*T*rr<r ?TF5«PT VHJX 

RiA Mero rsrt |rht str fr wrt 

«fr«r«r 552/1, 2 ?ptt 3 02 40 

[3° 2 9 / 5 / 6 8-Mo wto tfto/*rrc %ftar^] 
fTOTt, 6 1969 

<FT* WTo 4947.— IRT: RTfR ST** (^fa % 3RR>I % wfTOl 

*fn <flpfa) qfafM*, 1 962 ( 1 902 *rr 50) sttt 3 qff ywra ( 1) % w>t mrrrer 
topr % RjMm M rtpft qmw «fV qfa^TT rt 0 w o $ro 4010 M 28-10-68 
am tofrr st^tt to % m $ fMrfM ijfimT % wr>r % 

qf?mT rt> rttt ^ fsraM % srqfcm % fan; Mnr ^ m quim «frf«r?r *px 

fCTT ^ I 

qft *nt: wr srrfsRTRt ^ to qfsrftoq sm e vt wra ( 1 ) 

4rcfa *totr ftM k iff $ 1 

sfK iRT: tosto RRTR * ^apr ftM TT fauR Mt % V* it 

m q^^ff if flrflrfaz ^fWf if ?t#i rr rrftmr Mm "pk*t «ft f^TO f«pxrr 

I » 

«nr, *rr: Y*rr qftrOm trm e «r?y imrrr ( 1 ) ? m imr Mm *rr jtMi rrr 

%?sfk rtrht u^rrr $ f% *tt qfy^VHi r Mrm if fafaftw 

^rt *r M»r *pt Mptttt wt ^tt^t % snfl^r^r % f%TT wrrri qftmfRTT 
tbt $ M M etrt M srotr ( 4) jrcr rt?t qfawf rt jptW rtr 5^ fcnfta rrwn 
f# fcfV | % to *jf*nff if 3#r rtt qfsmr trmR 3r fMm «fV stor 
ita M RTfrf^fF r tr qTRk if *roV fawrf §• to *r if Mmr % rtovr 4 ft atr 
mfftr "rt faf^tr $>n 1 


STR^ft 

ttr : R.'Jnm nr^r : wtR 

(ifVsffutt 3 % aT?r qiw ?rt TmT mpf?# 55) 
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[ifo 20 ( 3 )/ 67 -M° ^°l ^ ^fom] 
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wftr to 

31 fffTOT, 1909 

<*T*«rr* 4eio:-wrcr ffwir % «rtr totto iftr tr tot m 3 Tfarrro 

(fr gtfTOff fyynT ) ff ffvrr 20 / 3 / 6 7-*nf * *fr »Tfr 0 /3rt #faff ( 7 ) 

f<FTfa 12-5-1909 faff Tff TT’j'ft ffWT 1 932 % OTffffff ffTTff % THTTO 
HPT II«^r 3 % ffffTOTO(ii) fafffa 24-5-69 %t STTTffff gTTT «TT % ffW 2012 

*fhc fffa ffw ffr^TT ffttftffTO % toft qr 'qf^r' 
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• 

17 
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[ffOTT 20/3/07-snf 0 fft O ?fr O / %jtt TOT fffaff] 
fff faf#, 25 TOTOT, 1969 

%T° WTo 48 88 :-ffRff TOR % ^tfaffff TOT TffTffff *JFT TOT ffT^ 
ffffTTO wfy^-H i 2o/3/67-ffifoff>o^p?nn: ^ ^rfarr fafffa 2 6-8-69 % 
f^Wqrr^?ftffT%ffTfaffT% 3685 SFcfaff ffTTff % TT^TTO ffTff II, SpJT- 3 % ffqTO°T(ii) 
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f*TTW 1 3“ 9-1 969 tf*f>IKlVl JTTT WT EWT 3922 ?W 3923 *TPT ^ WT’ST, 

«FWt*T if 

-O 


'Tff'T 


% 


(1) wfwn irwTT 443 tfwTr 433 

5 P*r imfavr *fwr 430 

( 2 ) <TTT 'ftWR *TT t fV WTT 


0 8 49 0 8 4 


[w 0 20 / 3/6 7-sntr >fT» Tffo /^arr/rTTr^ %f^rj 

ft To WT° 488#. — RTTcf 3TT3TR % 'fjtfaw ff»TT Tflm *rk ^FT ?FTT H7^ 
jf*FFT ^ ’srftnj'FF WF 20/3/67-Wlf ?ft ^TT(w) f^far 7- 6 -69%, faff «FT 

tfwr 2375 ^ ffffpfffffrFT^ TRiffff ttft II 3 % ^ wair (ii) fcfffsp 
21 - 6 - 69 ^ spTPrFr jtrr «rt «WT 2488 wTc »rNr 'sf^-^7: *frvf v TFr % 
tfwr 590 

"'rfirc” "fcfw?” 


^*Td< ffR 'ft WR 1, WR 'ft 8TR 


0 6 73 0 0 76' 

2. *[®5 tfWT 2489ffhfftff < 3T414 ) <, ffFF6T WR % 419 

0 14 71 0 13 79 

[*r° 2 0/3/ 67 -TTTfo ffto tfto/$rffTl™sSrfaff] 

4890: — ffTFT TOT t ?j) fffffff OTT TffFFT sftT OK PPTT (fra; 

wrffff (istfafffffaTPT) «Vfi 20-3-67-^^^ ikr fafffa e-e-69 

%, fsnrrr TFpt 8 ir%w twit 237 1 % trrrff % tfjiw ffTff II, spry 3 % 

(ii) ftfffa 21-6-69 5PPTVFT JffT ffT, T,*5 ^TWT 2484 tfk ’TFT wf«TST, ffTOTW 

fl[ffqkf$ if T^EfTT TFWT 2 S 8/2 *FT ffltfftff faffT 'HT^ I 

(#o 20 / 3 / 67 — 1 *nt° *ft° tft°/fcrc troyff'faff] 
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28 IPT^T, 1969 


vi« «tt® 489i: — sncm % Tjtfaww vh ff*Tr *ntj 

20/3/67-*rrf (q) forte ie-s-69 

% forcm rn^vr ffwr 3508 % tRpfa *rm % ww hh IX, 3 % 

(ii) forte 6-9-69 *> SPffiVW pJT W, 1<Z W&TT 371 9 tffo *lfo fflW 


"TfiR" 

nt«r tfvrm vnf 

1. fm: mr rrrc 

0 6 66 

2. OTdrTT ftm 630/2/C 


“% fa*" 

*rNc TVTTm vrrf im 

|»f3T *IT «ft vox 

6 6 56 

&rm (forr 630/a/i^ 

[ifo 28/3/87 — 1 mfo trto *!%/%* T ^<¥ wf^W] 

•r* ftw snrm ytv, tm irf^r/ 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Re venae and Z matron ee) 

Customs 

New Delhi, the 81«t January 1070 

8 0. 375. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 152 of the Customs 
Act, 1982 (52 of 1902), the Central Government hereby directs that, — 

(i) the powers exercisable by a Collector of Customs under the proviso td 

sub-section (3) of section 46 of the said Act shall also be exercisable 
by the Deputy Collector of Customs and Central Excise, Goa; and 

(ii) the powers exercisable by a Collector of Customs under clause (1) of 

the first proviso to section 61 of the said Act shall also be exercisabla 
by the Deputy Collector of Customs and Central Excise, Goa, and the 
Assistant Collector of Customs, Goa. 

[No. 3-Customs/F. No. 22/0/69-Cus.IV.] 
J, DATTA, Dy. Secy. 


f«m W*mu 

(rm^r rfhn f<nm) 

fo=*fr, 3i umd, 1970 

t(vowto87 5. — iforr flfafwr, 1® 6 2 ( 1962 VT 52) STW 152 5T(T 

jtcvt *rfanff vr item gr iwk fr^r $ fo : — 

(i) vfufwu*! ift am 46 vt swm ( 3 ) % wfta sfhrr- 

tto ira vrfatef sfor y&p sftr vtete 

vrv titer am id 5Efl<w»4 ; tfte 
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(ii) aw wftrfcire hki 6 1 % 5m (i) % tftorr* 

twi am snftws^r mfarwi 

^jlqT, W\ <. sunpp m! 4( im *ft 

jpftww 513 ft 1 


[lio '3-lftJTr HF*/* TO Wo 22/e/6&-lflnRT'^W 4 ] 

'nrtf?nfJi on, <mrfVr i 


(Department of lie venae and Insurance) 

Stamps 

N« w Delhi, the Slat January 1070 

B.O. S76i — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section 
(1) of section 9 of the Indian Stamp Act, 1899 (2 of 1899), the Central Govern- 
ment hereby remits the duty with whcib the ad hoc bonds of the value of sixty- 
seven lakhs of rupees to be issued by the Haryana Financial Corporation are 
chargeable under the said Act. 


[No. 2/ 69-Stamps /F. No. 1/43/69-Cus. VII.] 
F. K. KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

(tern* tftr *hr Rnw) 

f<rn*r 

*r{ 31 1970 

«^0 wto 876 : — NTDftV WTFT vfVfaW, 1899 ( 1899 W 2 ) Rft NRT 9^t 

( 1 ) (t) am srsrT vi fwff w train jn, tofhr m 

tjw ?r vz ^ft & ^Twojt farffa am srrft sit* an? irans hut vpI % 

*nra v 3Ftng- ^fi Rifsrfwr % vtffa trwnf 1 1 

[tf° 2/69-^eFT/»BTo tfo l/43/69-lfrNr^Wf-7] 

%<> vjt, wot vftra i 
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